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iy Observations. 

• 

temptations to take 8o much of it as will satisfy their 
oonficiences in parting with the rest. The world is 
in one wide rebellion; speaking, in the Name of 
God, against truths of Ood; setting His Infinite 
Loye against His aweful Holiness, and renewing 
the Serpent's question, " Hath Ood indeed said ?". 
With the Serpent too, it misrepresents what Ood 
did say. 

So far, 'The Prophet of Truth's Creed ^' five 
times banished for the truth's sake, at other times, 
compelled, like Elijah, to flee for his life, hiding in 
dens and caves of the earth, hunted by those who 
sought it» says, in all which he does say ; 

^ One only way to life : 
One Faith, delivered once for all^'' 

But S. Athanasius speaks more nearly to us, who 
would defend that faith. Wide as differences now 
are, the adherence to the maxims and principles 
of S. Athanasius may prevent their being wider, 
or may win many to the whole truth. It is a great 
'step to understand one another. ' ^ S. Athanasius 
looked through words into meanings.' **One of the 
characteristic points in S. Athanasius/ said Card. 
Newman 40 years ago, ^ is his constant attention 
to the sense of doctrine, or the meaning of writers, 
in preference to the words used.' 

8. Athanasius knew that the Nicene Creed con- 
tained 'Hhe faith once delivered to the saints;" 
that ''which they who from the beginning were 
eye-witnesses and ministers of the word'' handed 
down to us ; that ' ' tlie Word of the Lord spoken 
through the (Ecumenical Council of Nic8ea abideth 

^ Lyra Apostolica. No. 04. Athananus. 
• Tb. No. 100. Dissent. <* below p. 1 1. 

• Nicene Def. p. 17. note m. ' Ad Afr. § 2 ; below p. 26. 



^ni^'mmi^mwmmmrmmmmmmmmmmrmmmmm^m^ 



Observations. T 

for ever ; ' that the Arians worshipped a different 
God from the true Ood ^ ; that those who worship- 
ped a different Ood were not really Christians^; 
that for an Arian to worship Christ was an act of 
idolatry *• 

Still, neither in his own defences of the truth 
against Arianism does he put forward the word 
which specially condemns it, nor does he require it 
of those who were finding their way back to the 
faith. 

The Church could not have dropped the word 
'homoousios ' without forfeiting the faith. There 
was nothing to induce her to abandon this state- 
ment of the truth, if she still held the truth itself. 
Arianizers or Semi-Arians, who in their various 
Creeds tried to displace it, did hold a different 
faith. Still, there was no occasion to put in the 
front just the word, against which minds were most 
set. S. Cyril of Jerusalem, we all know, never used 
it in his Catechetical lectures, but a term * like in 
all things ^,' which at first sight suggests too much 
and too little; too much, because the Father is 
the Father, and the Son is the Son; too little, 

K' They do not believe the God that is, and there is none other 
but He.' adv. Scrapion. iv. 6. 

^ ' They who call these men [ Arians] Christians are in great 
and grievous error, as neither having studied Scripture, nor un- 
derstanding Christianity at all, and the faith which it contains.' 
Ag. Arians i. 1. p. 170* 0. T. 'How can they be any longer 
Christians, since tiiey oonceiTO of a different God from the exist* 
ing God?' (Ad Epict. n. 0; below p. 56.) 

' * Who told them, after abandoning the worship of creatures, 
after all to draw near and worship a creature and a work ? ' Orat. 
i. § 5. p. 191. Ozf. Tr. Add Orat. ii. § 14. p. 801 O.T., Letter to 
Eg. Lib. § 4 (Hist. Tr. p. 139), § 13. (lb. p. 141.) Letter to 
Adelph. (below p. 63, and note g ib.) 

^ Kara iraira or i» waaw ^fbiocor Catech. iv. 7 ; xi. 4 and 10. 
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Ti Observations. 

because we use the word * like,' of tilings which 
haye a separate existence. Yet one' who had made 
8. AUianasios one of his almost life-long studies 
says; 

*^ He introduces the word, I think, only once into his 
three celebrated Orations, and then rather in a formal 
statement of doctrine than in the flow of his discussion, 
▼is. Orai. i. 4. [3.] Twice he gives utterance to it in 
the Collection of Notes which make up what is called 
his fourth Oration (Orat iv. 0. 12.) [pp. 523, 527. O.T.] 
We find it indeed in his de Deereiis Nic, Cone, and his 
de Synodis; but there it constitutes his direct subject, 
and he discusses it, in order, when challenged, to defend 
it. And in his work against Apollinaris he says, iiJM* 
auata^ tl rpw, L 0. [below p. 96.] But there are passages ' 
of his Orations, in which he omits it, when it was the 
natural word to use; vid. the notes on OraL i. 20, 21, 
[p. 210. O.T.] and h%fin. [p. 2(>k lb.] Moreover the 
word does not occur in the Caiecheses of S. Cyril of 
Jerusalem, A. D. 317, nor in the recantation made be- 
fore Pope Julius by Ursacius and Valens A. D. 349, nor 
in the cross-questionings to which S. Ambrose subjected 
Palladius and Secundianus A. D. 381." 

"Indeed no better illustration can be given of that 
intrinsic independence of a fixed terminology which 
belongs to the Catholic Creed, than the writings of 
Athanasius himself, the special Doctor from whom the 
subsequent treatises of Basil, the two Gregories, and 
Cyril are derived. This great author scarcely uses any 
of the scientific phrases which have since been received 
in the Church and have become dogmatic; or if he 
introduces them, it is to give them senses which have 
long been superseded. A good instance of his manner is 
jUlbrded by the long passage, Orat iii. 30 — 58, which is 
full of theology, with scarcely a dogmatic word. The 
is the same with his treatment of the Incarnation* 



* Card. Newman, ' On 8. CyriPs formula of the fjua ff/wn^/ Tracts 
ThcoL and £cd. pp. 291, 292. ■ lb. p. 293. 
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Observatians. vii 

No one surely can read his works without being struck 
with the force and exactness with which he lays down 
the outlines and fills up the details of the Catholic 
dogma, as it has been defined since the controversies 
with Nestorius and Eutyches, who lived in the following 
century ; yet the word Oeorotco^, which had come down 
to him, like 6fioava'io^, by tradition, is nearly the only 
one among those which he uses, whicli would now be 
recognised as dogmatic' 

* " The Encyclical letter of S. Alexander [on the de- 
position of Arius], after S. Athanasius' manner of treat- 
ing of sacred subjects, has hardly one scientific term/ 

Nay, the same writer observes®, that he em- 
ploys more frequently terms employed by the 
Semi-Arians. 

* For some reason, probably from a feeling of charity, 
as judging it best to inculcate first the revealed truth 
itself as a mode of introducing to the faithful and de- 
fending the orthodox symbol, and shewing its meaning 
and its necessity, he uses the phrase Sfwu^ Kaik irdvra^ 
and o/jLotowrio^ more commonly than 6fLoou(no^i — ^this I 
have noted elsewhere.' 

E. g. o/wio^ Kark vdpra. '* He Who is in the Father 
and like the Father in all things." Orat. L § 40. ** Being 
the Son of God, He must be like Him." Orat. ii. § 17. 
<' The Word is unlike us, and like the Father." Orat. iii. 
§ 20; also i. § 21, 40; ii. § 18, 22. Ep. iEgypt. 17. 

And ofjLOios tear owriav* ^ Unless indeed they give up 
shame, and say that 'Image' is not a token of similar 
substance, but His name only." Orat. i. § 21. vid. also 
Orat. i. § 20 init. 26 ; iii. § 1 1, 26, 67. Syn. § 38 ; Alex. 
Enc. $ 2. 

Since such was his own habit, it followed that 

he looked upon the Semi-Arians, as ' p much loved ' 

■> Card. Newman, notes on Select Treatises of 8. Athanosias, 
T. ii. p. 3. See (in 1844) 8. Alh. Hist. TraeU App. p. 297. 

• Id. lb. T. ii. pp. 433, 434 
P Cone. Arim. ct Sel. § 43. p. 141. Ox. Tr. 
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viii Observations. 

• 

and * 4 brothers,* and says that confessing what 
they did, 'they are not far from accepting even 
the phrase, * one in substance,' of whom is Basil of 
Ancyra, in what he has written concerning the 
faith.' They were inconsistent, and S. Athanasius 
looked, so Ur, to the truth which they held, or their 
approximations to the truth, and looked away from 
their errors which he hoped that they would shake 
off ; and his anticipations were verified \ 

The same moderation was shewn in the terms * 
which he suggested that those at Antioch should 
propose to S» Meletius (whom the Semi-Arians had 
consecrated Bishop of Antioch, but who had joined 
the Church), and in his peace-loving words. 

S. Gregory Nazianzen says in regard to the divi* 

mon about the words 'hypostasis ' and 'Ousia;' 

''^He applies to the sickness a medicine of his own. 
How? By inviting both sides so meekly and lovingly ; 
and examining accurately the meaning of what was said ; 
when he found them to agree and in no wise to differ 
as to the doctrine, conceding the names, he bound them 
together in the substance. This was more beneficial 

4 lb. n. 41. p. 139. 
' S. Ath. CouDC Arim. and 8oL n. 31. p. 127. ''Well I know, 
not even under these circumstances will they stop, as many as 
have now dissembled, but they will always bo making parties 
agidnst the truth, until they return to themselves and say, ' Let 
us rise and go to our fathers, and say unto thcro, Wo anathema- 
tise the Arian heresy, and wo acknowledge the Kiccne Council.' " 
J. H. N. added in a note, " He is hero anticipating the return into 
the Church of those whom he censures. It is remarkable that 
what Athanasius here predicts was fulfilled to the letter, even of 
the worst of those ' hypocrites.' For Acadus himself, who in 361 
signed the Anoroosan Confession above recorded, was one of those 
Tcry men who seoepted the Homoiision with an explanation in 
363.'» 

* Tom. ad Antioch. see below pp. 12, 13. 
« Orat zxi. 35, 36. 
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Observations. ix 

than the long labours and discourses which all now com- 
mit to writing: this was more valuable than the many 
watchings and lying all night upon the earth ; this was 
worthy of his celebrated banishments and flights.^ 

Faith, Scripture says, " is the gift of God." The 
faith of S. Athanasius which gave rise to the pro- 
verb 'Athanasius against the world,' must have 
been so in an especial degree. His faith was part 
of himself. He did not simply believe in it as 
something without him. He *^knew the truth.' 
He had received it, as we all have. 

' ' Who heard' (he asks) ' in his first catechising, that 
God has a Son and has made all things by His proper 
Word, but understood it in that sense in which we now 
mean it ? ' 

And having this faith, he could not but interpret 
Holy Scripture in conformity with it. He held the 
supreme authority of Holy Scripture. 

'7 Divine Scripture' (he says) Ms of all things most 
sufficient.' 

''The holy and Divine Scriptures are sufficient of 
themselves for the preaching of the truth.' 

But Holy Scripture is always interpreted by some 
rule. S. Athanasius says of the Arians, 

' * They allege the divine oracles and force upon them 
an interpretation according to their private sense.' 

* ^ Laying down their own irreligion as a sort of canon 
of impiety, they wrest the whole of the divine oracles 
into accordance with it.' 

Card. Newman observed, 

'* Instead of professing to examine Scripture, or to 

• 1 S. Johnii. 21; 2 S. John 1. 
' Orat ii. ag. Arians c. 34. p. 328. O.T. 
7 ad Ep. ^g. § 4. Hist Tr. p. 130. O.T. > c. Gontes. init 
• Orat. i. ag. Arians n. 37. p. 232. O.T. * Ho who speaketh 
from what is his own speaketh a lio.' o. Apoll. i. lin. below p. 115, 
^ lb. n. 52. p. 256. T. « lb. n.o. 






X Observations. 

acquiesce in what they had been taught, the Arians were 
remarkable for insisting on certain abstract positions 
or inferencesi on which they made the whole controversy 
turn/ 

And so every heretic took the opinion, which he 
had arbitrarily assumed, and expounded Holy Scrip- 
tore by it. 

"The Scripture being of itself so deep and profound, 
all men do not understand it in one and the same sense, 
but so many men, so many opinions almost may be ga- 
thered out of it; for Novatian expounds it one way, 
Fhotinus in another, Sabellius in another, Donatus in 
another. Yet otherwise do Arius, Eunomius, Mace- 
donius expound ; otherwise Photinus, ApoUinaris, Pris- 
cillianus; otherwise, lastly, Nestorius. But then it is 
therefore very necessary, on account of such exceeding 
Tarieties of such grievous error, that the line of Apos- 
tolic and Prophetic interpretation be guided according 
to the rule of the Ecclesiastical and Catholic sense*' 

But the faith of S. Athanasius did not depend 
upon particular texts. He does not argue in our 
dry way. He ranges freely through H oly Scripture, 
as his own. He is not tied down to the passages, 
in which our Blessed Lord is called God ; nor is our 
faith. 

It has been spoken of, as a disadvantage to faith, 
tha£ some, entrusted with an important office, have 
thrown a doubt upon texts which speak of our Lord 
as God, so that three only remain, in which, accord- 
ing to them. He is so spoken of *. One passage of 
God's word is, of course, enough for those who 
believe it to be the * word of God/ But every child 
who has thought of its Baptism, knows that he has 

* Yinoent. Comm. 3. quoted Ornt. ag. Arians p. 233. n. a. 0. T. 
• Dean Stanloy ' On the revised VcrBion of the N. T.' in The 
Time*, Julj 20. 1881. 



'^^^mm^mmimmmmmm'mmmmmmmmmmmmmimm 



Observations. 



XI 



been baptised * in the Name of the Father and of 
the Son and of the Holy Ohost/ and he would 
know that he had not been baptised * in the Name 
of Almighty God and a creature and an effluence,' 
although this would be strange language to him, at 
which, for its strangeness, he could simply stare. 

Every child would answer, that when God was 
about to create man and said, ^* Let Us make man,'' 
He was not associating the holy Angels in His own 
proper work of creation, but was speaking within 
Himself ^ 

No reverent child would doubt that when our 
Lord said, " I and My Father are One," He spoke 
of a real Oneness, as even the poor Jews under* 
stood Him and accused Him of blasphemy : ** Thou, 
being a Man, makest Thyself God." 

S. Athanasius read Holy Scripture according to 
his faith ; but he knew also, that something more 
was necessary, than a mere outward rule would 
supply. *For studying and mastering the Scrip- 
tures,' he says, * there is need of a good life and a 
pure souH.' 

The acuteness of S. Athanasius, which enabled 
him, while * not using the Post-Nestorian ** or Post- 
Eutychian* Catholic phraseology,' to 'anticipate 
both Nestorian and Eutychian heresies^,' was a 
special gift of God. But it was bestowed upon him, 
in addition to that eagle-sight, through another gift, 
his intense and reverent devotion to his Lord. He 

' Petavius (quotod S. Ath. Sol. Treatises p. 120. n.q. O.T.) enu- 
merates the Fathers who think the words addressed 1) to the Son, 
2) to the Son and Holy Spirit 

t do Incam. n. 67. ^ See Orat. og. Arions p. 345, g. 0. T. 
< Ih. and 480. a. ^ lb. 244. b. 
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saw, as it were intuitiyelj, what would affect lliat 
faiih. ' 'His seal for the Consubstantialitj,' it has 
been well said, * had its root in his loyalty to the 
CoNSUBSTANTiAii.' This we too can obtain. Faith 
must be a passion, or it will be almost lifeless. For 
** &iih worketh by love," and love is the strongest 
of human passions. ** This is the victory that over- 
comeih the world, our &ith." Of it, the words of 
our Lord will again be fulfilled ; ** The rain descend- 
ed, and the floods came, and the winds blew, and 
beat upon that house, and it fell not ; for it was 
founded upon a Rock." My own acquaintance with 
different forms of unbelief now dates back some 58 
years, and I have known none which did not dash 
itself against the Rock, which is Christ, and so* fall 
back. 

For the design, and completion of the translation 
of these Treatises of S. Athanasius, with the care- 
ful and elaborate notes, the remaining Editor is 
indebted to his friend the Rev. Dr. Bright, Regius 
Professor of Ecclesiastical History and Canon of 
Christ Church, whose name will be a guarantee for 
their accuracy. To Almighty God be the thanks. 
Who has thus enriched our literature with eight of 
the later Treatises of our benefactor, S. Athanasius. 

E. B. P. 

Chbist Church, Oxford. 
October 21, 1881. 



Bright*8 Hist of the Church, p. 149. 
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had been induced, at the Council of Arimtnum or eleewhere, to accept, un- 
der ruthless pressure from the late empennr's Arianizing government, a 
creed which liad seemed to them clear of positive lieresy, but which luul 
]H>intedly excluded tlie Nicene testing.phrase, *' Homoousion," or " of one 
essence with the Pather," and was in fact a specimen of *' Homcean " 
Arianism. Moreover, among the more moderate of the ArUns tliere liad 
grown up a new variation of the heresy, that wliich was afterwards known 
as '* MacedonUnism," and wlilch represented the Holy Spirit as a ** rainb- 
tering spirit" created by the agency of the Son. Another question called 
for ac\jostmcnt ; the word Hypostasis, used by the Nicene Council in dose 
connection with '* Essence," according to which use there could be but 
*' one Hypostasis " In the Godhead, was being employed in a somewhat 
different sense by those Churchmen who had been more or less connected 
with the better Somi-Arians, or whose jealousy of all SabelUanislng tenden* 
cles had been intensified by the errors attributed to Marcellus, and by the 
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LATER TREATISES 

or 

S. A T H A N A S I U S, 

ARCHBISHOP OF AliEXANDRIA. 



THE "TOME" TO THOSE AT ANTIOCH. 

» 

INTRODUCTION. 

When the Em|K*ror Julinn Issued his clccrec, rocalltiig' the biRhops who had 
b4*cn cxpelleil frum their s««« by Coiiittaiitiiis, 8. Atliaiiasius was In hilling 
ain(»ii^ tlic monasteries of B^ypt. lie lost no time in returning' to' Alex- 
andria, and is said to have resumed possession of his church on the ilst of 
February, 3G2. One of his first acts was to assemble about teventci*!! of 
his suflfroicAns, in ortler to take counsel for the general interests of the Churcli, 
and imrticularly with a view to tlie distractions at Antioch, where the oM 
ortliodux iNirty, wldch had ac'knowledged no bishop of Antioch since tlie 
unrigliteous deposition of Eustatldus in 331, stood aloof from thuac of tlieir 
brctliren in faith who, having r«*C(»gniied a line of Arianixing preUtes with- 
out sacrificing tlicir own convictions, now clung lo)'ally to buihop Meletlus, 
wlio, altiiougli appointed by Arianiicrs, had unexpcctetlly avowed the Ca- 
tholic doctrine, Iiad been in consequence banished, and was included in tlie 
recent amnesty. Tlie question was, on what torms were the latter to be 
united to the former ? Aimrt from the case of Antioch, it was important 
to an*ivc at an agreement as to the treatment of those many buhops who 
had been induced, at the Council of Ariminum or elsewhere, to accept, un- 
der ruthless pressure from the bite emperor's Arianizing government, a 
creed which had seemcil to them clear of positive heresy, but which liad 
pointedly excluded tlic Nicene testing-phrase, ** Ilomoousion,** or ** of one 
essence with the Father," and was in fact a specimen of ** llomoean " 
ArUnism. Moreover, among the more moderate of the ArUns there had 
grown up a new varUtion of the heresy, that which was afterwards known 
as *' MaccdonUnism," and which represented tlie Holy Spirit as a ** minb- 
tering spirit" created by the agency of the Son. Another question called 
for a(\jostment ; the word Hypostasis, used by tlie Nicene Council in close 
connection with ** Essence," according to which use there could be but 
** one Hypostasis " in the Gotlliead, was being employed in a somewhat 
different sense by those Churchmen who had been more or less connected 
with the better SemUArlans, or whose jealousy of all SabellUnlslng tenden- 
cies had been Intensified by the errors attributed to Maroellui, and by the 

4c. fl 
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Iniroduciion. 

vneqaiToeBl beCerodoK/ of hb pupQ PboClniu— m that tbcj cominonly 
spoke of ** three HypoetMce,** by wmy of eontendinir for m mU Trinity, 
laiefly, twrm oppoelte moTenientB of thoni^t had bc|^n to manifest them- 
•elrcs Ib referance to tlie njitery of the Ineamation : Mine were lUiipoied 
t« reaolfe H into tiie idea of a mere exceptioaal cloeeneu of communion be- 
tween tiie Dirine Word and a lioly man namrd Jetuii otiien were ipeaic- 
iofp of it in language MNm to be known at ApolHnarian, at if the manhood 
pt mmslly aawimed by the Word or Son of God did not include a ** reasonable 
floaL" Tlie fittle synod now lieid for tlie eonsideration of these points was, 
asiys TlOemont, ** an sjsemMy of saints and eonfessors.** Beside the Kgyp- 
tian prelates. It Indnded Astcrins of Fstra in ArabU, and Eusebius, tiie ex- 
cellent bishop of VereeibB In Northern Italy. The btter had requested a 
neigkbov prelate of Ms, who, like himself, had been set free from exile, 
liBciler the metropolitan of Calburis in Sardinia, to accompany him to 
Alexandria. Unfortunately, as it turned oat, lAcifer, a man of impatient 
temperament, fnO of leal and courage, but dcikient In Judgment and for. 
iMamnce, p re fer re d to go straight to Antioch ; but lie sent two deacons to 
represent Um at tiie synod. Ihuiilnus, a presbyter of high charscter, who 
was at the liead of the Eustathian or old Church party at Antioch, sent two 
delegates en klo own aceonntt and Apoiiinaris, the recently elected bishop 
of l^aodicfs in Syria, who was ahready more tlian suspected of holding tlie 
error now linked with his name, the denial of a reasonable soul In the In- 
carnate Sariov, deputed some monks to speak on his belialf. (TiUemont, 
▼0. 6IS.) 
Under these drcamstanoes the Council was held i and after full discussion, the 
following letter, drawn up, no doubt, by its illustrious president, was adopted 
and sent" to thoae who were," or who soon woaM be '*at Antk>cb,'' including 
Uadkr hfanseif, two other prebtes who apparently were with him, and 
Eoseblas and Asterius, who intended to follow hUn. The word ** Tome,'* 
applied to the letter, was commonly used for a document relating to tlie doc- 
trine or discipline of the Church, and Issued by some high ecclesiastical 
aatlMMrity. Thus we read of a ** tome " sent by a Roman council to the 
*« Easterns,** and adopted by a Council of Antioch in 378 (Tlicodoret v. 9.); 
•fa" tome of tiie Westerns ** (perhaps the same) mentioned In canon 5 of 
the Seeond General Council Ob.); ^ ^luU Council's own "tome," (Tlieod. 
L c); of the "tome** of Prodns of Constantinople, addressed to the Arme- 
niansi and, more cdebrated than the rest, of the "tome** of Leo the 
Great, otherwise called hb S8th epistle, addressed to Flarian of Constanti- 
■ople en the Eutyddan controveny. The "tome" of the Alexandrian 
CoancU Is a nobb monument of pacific moderation, and of candid and com- 
frfbtislTe equity. See Newman*s Arians, c. 5. sect. I. 



THE "TOME^ TO THOSE AT ANTIOCH. 



TO OUR DBLOVSD AND MOST DEAR PBLLOW-MINI8TBR8 
EUSBDIUSS LUCIFER ^ A8TBRIU8% CYMATIU8 ^ AND 
ANAT0LIU8*; ATHANA8IU8, AND TH08E BI8HOP8 PROM 
ITALY AND ARABIA, EGYPT AND LIBYA, WHO HAP- 
PENED TO BE AT ALEXANDRIA, BU8BBIU8, A8TBRIU8', 
CAIU8K, AGATHU8, AMMONIU8, AGATHODiBMON, DRA- 
CONTIU8, ADELPniU8, HERMiBON, MARCU8, ZOILU8, 
MENA8, GEORGE, LUCIU8, MACARIU8, AND THB RB8T, 
8BND FULLE8T GREETING IN CHRI8T. 

• Eusebias, a SardinUn hy birth, God/' ** We must die for tiie Son of 
became a Reader in tlie Roman God,** Galland. ri. 155. ff. 
Cliurch (JcroiAe de Vir. lllustr. 96 :^ < See e. 10, where Asterins Is called 
S. Hilary calls him a man wlio aU Bishop of Petra; and Ath. Apol. c 
throupfh life liad been serving God, Ari. 48, ** Asterins of Arabia." Tliere 
Ad Const, i. 8. He was unanimously b perhaps an error In the text of llbt. 
elected bishop of Vercellie near Turin, Ari. 1 8, where a eompanion of his Is 
in ** Cisalpine Gaul," and introduced a called •* bhdiop of Petr» in Palestine.** 
monastic discipline among hkclerfcy; He went to the Council of Sardica 
see Ambrose, Epist. (vl. Tillemont, with the Arianbers, but came orer to 
Mem. vii. 531. At the (Uiundl of tlie C4itliolic8. 

* Of Pnlinmin Ccnlcs^Tia, c. 10; 
a ronfcssiir (rf. Ath. Hist. Ari. 5.) 
who died tlie next year, Tillemont 
viii. 2(K). 

• Of Kubcea. c. 10. Tillemont identi- 
and thcnre into Cappadocia, and again fies him with an Anatolius of Berora, 
info Egypt. See lib Epist. 3, in Gal- who signed a questionable document 
land. Biblioth. Patr. v. 79. He had at a Council of Antiocli in 363, Soc. 
now returned from exih;, and was pre- ill. 25. 

sent at thb Council. ' Ensebius and Astcrius, although 

^ Lucifer, metropolitan of Caliarb they joined in sending the letter are 

in Sardinia, Atlian. Apol. de Fuga. 4. also here ranked with those who were 

Hist. Arbn, 33, was associated with to receive it, because they would be 

Kiuebius in confessorship, and suffer- at Antioch when It was read, 

ed much at Eleutheropolis In Pales. t Caius (Gr. Titot) Agatlius, Am- 

tinc, under tlic Arian bbhop, before monliu, Agathodiemon, Dracontaus, 

lie was removed to tlie Tlicbaid. Adelphius, *' Hermes,** Marcus, are 

Marceliinus and Faustinus, in their named as exiles in Hbt. Arian. 73. 

** libcllus," say tliat lie was exiled and all but one of tliem in Apol. de 

four times (Sixmond. Op. 1 147.) He Pugfa 7. For thehr sees and tliose of 

luid been writing vehement tracts tlie rest see c. 10. Dracontius bad 

against Constantius,— '* A Defence of been a monic t on being elected to a 

Athanasius," **0n Apostate Kings,'* bbliopric, he fled into a hiding pbce. 

*' We must not agree witli heretics,'* Athanasius wrote to him an extant 

" We must not spare offenders against letter exhorting him to accept the 

b2 



Mibn in 3.'i5, wherein the Arian |mr. 
ty was doniiiinnt, lie Nto«>d up for tlie 
NiciMie fnith, nnd was banislied to Sry- 
tliopolis in Palestine, where lie was 
cruelly treated by the Arian bbliop. 
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4 Pro9peei9 of Reunion. 

1. We are persuaded that, as ministers of God and good 
■tewards, you are competent to set in order all the affairs 
of the Church. But since it has come to our ears that 
many who were formerly separated from us by conten- 
tiousness now desire to be at peace, and that many also, 
lumng broken off their relations with the Arian fanatics \ 
aim at communion with us ; we have thought it necessary 
to write to your Kindness what is written by ourseWes and 
our beloTcd Eusebius and Asterius, who are themselves also 
belored and toily dear fellow-ministers ; rejoicing at such 
tidings, and praying that if any one is still left at a dis- 
tance from us, and if any one is still seen to join with the 
Arians in their meetings, he may shake himself free of 
' their madness, so that for the future all men everywhere 
L may say. One Lord, one faith. For what is so ffood^ as the 
Psalmist' said, or #o pleoiani, as for brethren to dwell to- 
jlfeiker^ Now the Church is our dwelling, and it befits us 
to be of the same mind ; for on that condition we believe 
. that the Lord also will dwell with us* He says, I will 
dwell in them and walk in them^ and, Here will I dwells for 
I have a delight therein. But where is the '' here,'' save 
where one faith and religion is preached ? 

2. Well, now, we of Egypt did indeed wish to go with 
our beloved brethren, Eusebius and Asterius, as for many 
reasons, so mainly for this, that we might embrace your 
Affectionateness '', and enjoy in common such fulness of 
peace and unanimity : but since, as we explained to you in 
our other letters, and as you can learn from our above- 
named fellow-ministers, we are detained by the needs of 
the Church, wc regretted it, but still we desired our said 
fellow-ministers, Eusebius and Asterius, to go to you in 

diarire- He dM lo, and was f^iU*il, cApolUnii. 18. 8oe Atluuiiulan Treiu 
with other CatlMilic binluipn of Kfm»t« tlMs, l<ib. Fathm, vol. i. p. Ul. note. 
in 35S. To Addphins the Epistle SimiUrlr be speaks of the <mailnem' 



with other CatlMdic bisluips of K(m»t« tises, l<ib. Fatlirrs, vol. i. p. Ul. note. 

" "" ~ Epistle SimiUrlv - - 

rvprinted further on was addressed, of Sabeliitw, l)e Sent. Dion. 36. Eii- 



alMMt nine jrears after the coundl. He sebiiis of VemUlie ukcs the word in 

was aipdn exiled to Diocnsarea in hb 2nd f setter t and Epiphanius says, 

a73, and from tbenoe wrote a letter to '* The Ariomaniacs are the most im- 

ApoUinaris. ploaif of all heretics," Aneoratus, 1 18. 

^ lit. •* Ariomanfaics,'* a term which > Literally •• the Hymn writer." 

8. Athaaasliis frequently applies to *■ Ai^«rir. nsed in the same sense 

the Arians. So in l)e Bynod. 13, Orat. in Jovhin*s hotter; also in Athan. Apol. 

c Ariao. 4, and I>e SententU Dhmy. ad Const. 6, Ep. ad Monach. 1. 
^ S7 ; to below, Ep. ad Adelph. 8. 



mm^mf^mmmm^^m^mmmmmmmmmm^^'mmmmt^mf^^^^mm^im^ 



Lei Hi basis be the necessary Faith. 5 

our stead. And thanks be to their piety, that although 
they were free to hasten to their own dioceses \ yet on ac- 
count of the urgent needs of the Church, they made it 
their first object to visit you. So, when they agreed to 
go, we consoled ourselves, because we all consider that 
when both you and they are there, we ourselves shall be 
together with you* 

3. Wherefore invite to a meeting with yon all who desire 
to be at peace with us, and especially those who assemble 
in the Old City", and also those who are coming over from 
the Arians; and receive them as fathers would receive 
sons, and welcome them as teachers and guardians might 
do: and unite them to our dear friends, Paulinus and 
those with him, and demand nothing more from them than 
that tliey anathematize the Arian heresy, and confess the 
faith confessed by the holy fathers at Niciea, and more- 
over anathematize those who say that the Holy Spirit is 
a creature and is separated from the essence of Christ " : 

for tliere is no real abandonment of the abhorred heresv 

• 

> Ila^oiirfaf, in tlio undent ncnuc of tlic Arian. Soc. ii. 45. Sot. ir. 37. 

** the church dweUinfC in a jNirticuiar Tliewl. ii. 6. ft aniM out of m reftwal 

area un(lnrtheoventi((litofa binhop,*' to extend tlie llomoioiMion from tlie 

i.e. a diocesan ohiirch or diocese: an Son to the Holy 8iiirit: nee 8wete*s 

in tlie K|i. of Cli. of Smyriin on S. ICarlv llintory of Doctrine of. Iloljr 

Folycarp*8 death, Kuseb. iv. 15. &c. Spint, p. 51. It was In fact a *'sur. 

"* 'Er rp iraXaif . In tite ** Old vival*' of the Arian idea as applied to 

Town'* of Aiiti<»ch, stretchings alongf the Holy Spirit : see Athan. Orat. c. 

the banic of the Orontes, and rc^anled Ari. iii. 15. cf. Kpist. ad S«inip. i. 2, 9, 

as a suburb— where was a Church 32: 8. Basil de Spir. Sanrt. 16 — 18: 

called the ** Apostles'," in whif h the 8. Orof(. Nax. Orat. 31 : Kpiphanius, 

adherents of bishop Melctltis heUl their llwr. 74. Anioufi^ the protests aicainst 

servicfs, Theodoret ii. 81. while the it, see the maf^nificcnt '* invocation" 

presbyter raulinus was allowed by of the Holy Spirit, in the Utnricy of 8. 

the Arian bishop Euxoius, out of rc« Mark. Hammond's liturp^ies Kastcni 

spcct for his liif^h character, to anseni- and W(*stem, p. 187. also Damasiis's 

ble his ** Kustathians", or Old Church fonnuUry addressed to I'aulinus, 

conf^rej^atiou, in a small church in Tlie<Ml. v. ll.iusistini^ that the Holy 

the New City, on the isUnd, Soc iii. Spirit is almifchty, omniscient, omnU 

9. It is chwr that the Council reg^anls present, an afcent in «Teation, one in 

the Kustathians, with whom Athana- Godhead, jiower, f^ory^ will, with the 

sius had worshipped wheji at Antioch Father and the Son, and with them 

in 34H, as in their rifchts ; it is to the adorable^ Tlie phrase ** liord and 

adherents of Melctlus that the invita- liifc^iver," added in the " Constaii- 

tion is to be addressed to come and join tiiiupolitan" form of tlie Nicene Creed, 

the Eustathiaiis in their place of meet- contradicts the *' Macedonian" asscr- 

in^c, on certain terms hmin prescribe tion tliat the Holy Spirit was arreateil 

cd. See c. 9. l>eing, diffcriuff in nature from tlie 

■ This was the heresy called Marc- anfi^nls; as the Words alRrming His 

donian, after the Semi-Arian bishop adorableness impress the idea of Hb 

Maocdonius. It was an olfsliimt of roeqiuility. 






6 Tarms to be proposed to Meleiius. 

A9 of the Arians, so long as we make a division in the Holy 
Trinity*, and say that any member of It is a creature. For 
' those who pretend to acknowledge the faith confessed at 
Niceea, but dare to blaspheme against the Holy Spirit ^ are 
simply denying the Arian heresy in words, but retaining 
it in thought. And let the impiety of Sabellius^ and Pbul 
of Samosata % and the madness of Valentinus and Basilides, 
and the insanity of the Manicheans, be anathematised by 
all. For when this b done, every one will be cleared of 
all evil suspicion, and the Catholic Church's faith wili>/ 
alone be exhibited in its purity. 

4. Now we do not suppose any of you, or any one else, 
to be ignorant of the fact that this is the faith which is 
held by us, and by those who have been always in commu- 
nion with us. But, since we rejoice with those who desire 
to be united to us, — with all, but principally with those 
who assemble in the Old City, and have glorified the Lord, 
as for all things, so above all for their good purpose ; we 
exhort you to let their union take place on these terms, and 
that nothing beyond this, as we said above, should be de- 
manded by you from those who assemble in the Old City ; 
and that Paulinus and his people should propose nothing 
diflerent from, nor going beyond, the decisions of Niccea. 

* Cf. Athan. Ep. ad Scrap, iv. I2« rcducetl* to few words, was tills ; 

** For the holy and blnocil and per- " Jesus b not God, but a man who 

feet Trinity b undiricled.*' So Oret. througfh emiucnt sanctity won tho 

c. Arian. LI 8. ••TlieOiith of Christians title of Son of God. Tin; Wortl is 

knows the bkvsed Trinity to be on- not pcrHonal, but hi the Oiviiie attri. 

changeable and perfect and ercr ex- bute of Wisdom, which dwelt with 

bting in the same way." special fulness in Jckus." Paul was 

9 In Bp. ad Scrap. I v. 18. he ex- bbhopof Antioch,and wascondcmnf*d 

pbins **bhutphemy against the Holy by the Council of Antioch, in 209. 

Spirit** to mean the denial of Chrbt*s See some words of his quoted in 

tme J>irinity. Here be Ukes a sim- Routh*s RcUiq. Sacr. iii. 300. that 

pier view. J>amasus*s fonnnhry sent the Word cvyriKBtif with Jesus Christ 

to Pkulinus describes the Macedonians miraculously, and that Wisdom dwelt 

as **bsuing from the root of Arius, in film as it did not in otiiers, *'for 

and having clianged the name but not it was in the I'rophets, but yet 

tb« impiety." Tlieod. v. 11. In thb more in Moses: and in many was 

sentence ^rs^^t ir b used for ** to ae- the l>ord, but yet more in Christ as in 

knowledge** or ** treat at autkorita- m temple: for Jesus Chrbt b one, 

tire," cf. Ad Afros. 1, 3, 4. and the Word b another." So he is 

4 Sabettius, m liybian, in the early sshi to have held that the indwelling 

part of the third century, taught of the Divine Wisdom in Jesus cxa^i- 

that the ^'Son" and ** Spirit" were led iU indwelling in othen **M^rpr 

Mcni phaiet or aspects d the one r« iroi vA^^fi,— say, twice as much." 

IVnoa of the Father. Routh, Hell, lit 311. 

' The homy M Paol of Samosata, 
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So^caUed Sardican Creed, spurious. 7 

5. And, for instance, as for the document* which some 
talk of as if it had been compiled in the Council of Sardi- 
cOi concerning faith, do not allow it to be so much as read 
or brought forward ; for the Synod defined nothing of the 
sort. For some indeed requested that some definite for- 
mula should be drawn up, as if the Nicene Creed were de- 
fective ; and indeed rashly attempted this K But the holy 
council assembled at Sardica was indignant, and decreed 
that no new formulary about the faith should be drawn 
up, but the faith confessed at Niccea by the fathers should 
be deemed sufficient, because nothing was lacking to it, but 
on the contrary, it was full of true religion ; and that no 
second creed" should be put forth, lest that which was 
written at Nicola should be regarded as incomplete, and 
an occasion should be given to those who desired to be 
often drawing up formularies and definitions about faith. 
Wherefore if any one brings forward this, or a different 
formulary, put a stop to such persons' conduct, and advise 
them rather to study peace, for we discern nothing in 
them save contentiousness. For as regards the persons 
whom some began to censure for affirming ''Three Hypos- 
tases V' because the phrase was not found in Scripture, and 

* Literally, a leaf out of a writing there/' Tlie wonl iterlBtvSm, put fur- 
tnblet. ward, may lie illustrated by the use of 

* Tlic doctrinal formulary annexed Kctliesis for a doctrinal formuUry, e^, 
to the Synodal letter in Theodorct il, that of lleracliua. Com|iare Theod. 
8. and of which a I^itin trauHlation r. 9, " the tome which was put forth" 
was discovered by Maflfei in the (*a- (4mt04irn.) 

1 thcdral library of Verona (Mansi, vi. ' This famous word was origiuallv 

1 1215) was probably a draft of an ex- used for sediment or deposit, 8oe. iiL 

! planatory formula such as Soionicn 7* Thus it came to mean (3) substnu 

refers to, iii. 13, but which the coun- turn or basis, fn S Cor 9. 4, it hi used 

cil did not in fact accept, see f Icfeks, for *' well-grounded confidence : '* and 

Hist. Councils, sect. 63. (3) ** substance" or reality, as lleb. 1 !• 

* n/^rir, here useil for a formulary l./aith is called thehypostasisof thinga 
of faith, so S. Basil, Ep. 81 , ** Ilermo- hoped for, 1. e. the process wliich giret 
genes, who wrote the great and Im- them m real exktencc in our minds, 
pregnable vf^rtr in tlio great coun- So TaUan called God the bypostasb of 
cil:" so the council of Constantinople all beings, ad Graces 5 : and tlie by. 
in381,can.l: so Gregory of NazUnzus, postasis of God meant lib real exbt- 
Epist. 103: so Socrates li. 45," they ence,HimselfasatrueBeing,asitbad 
read the same viffru^ which they liad been used in Heb. 1.3: cp, ulx, Ps* 
also read at Constantinople" ke. In 88. 47. Hence, (4) as in the Nicene 
this sense also tlie word was used in anathema, and generally by Athana- 
the famous prohibitory decree called sius, (e. 9. Orat. c. Ari. iu. 65. c. ApoU 
the seventh canon of Kphesust no lin. i. IS, ad Afros, 4,) it was used as 
one is " to present, or write, or oom- eoulralent to •&«'(«, essence. But the 
pose any dilfcrent vimir from tliat Dirine essence was onei therefore 
which was framed by tlie Nicene fa- Uiere wis but one DiYlne hypoataab. 
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8 ^ Ome Hypo$ia$i$/* or ^ Three.** 

,MM wms conseqaently open to ■ospicioni we requested them 
^ not to leek for anything more than the Nicene confeMion ; 
bat nererthdess, on accoant of this contentiousness, we 
inquired of them whether, like the Arian fanatics , they 
meant to speak of ^ Hypostases" alien and foreign to each 
other, and diflTering from each other in essence, and each 
by itself an independent ^ ** Hypostasis," as are those other 
beings, the creatures and the offspring of men $ or like dif- 
ferent essences, such as gold, silver, or brass ; or whether, 
in speaking of ^ Three Hypostases," they had the same no- 
tion as other heretics had in speaking of three Principles 
or three Gods. They positively declared that they neither 
said this, nor had ever thought it. Tliereupon we asked 
them, ''Why then do you say Three Hypostases ? or why 
do you use such phrases at tUl ?" They replied, '' Because 
we believe in the Holy Trinity : wc know of a Trinity not 
in name only, but truly existing and subsisting, a Father 
truly existing and subsisting, and a Son truly existing ' 
and subsisting, and a Holy Spirit subsisting and existing : 
have neither said 'Three Gods' nor 'Three Principles,' 



Yrt, Mnrr tlir cliMifMtifNi lictirrrn the p. 4-10. Cotnp. Atluin. TrratiM^ ii. 42 i. 

Fatber, the Srni, ami the llu^' Spirit, iMtrt on, 8. Ilanil cxprowly (followiil 

was rval, it waa mit unnatural, l»y p;\X' bv TltoiMlan*t, in liis l)ial<i(cn«ii) diiu 

iiift a alifrfat tnm to tlM wonl, to a|)|iljr tinptixlHil hypostasis from •^Wa as 

il to tli« llirini; CMrnce as rxintinfr in tlic ii|N*ri5c from tlie icrncral, Kp. 28. 

fsarh of tbe Tlirce IVmona, (as we rail Thr Irttrr of Valcntlnian I. to tlie 

tiam for want of a more fitting term,) Aniatirs in 375 nsea hypostases as» 

■•■inriiastosaj/Mn tlie rnilytliero irp^wva, Theod. \x, 8. and so in 

is m. ml Trinity; the Father is rrally 4.10, (•>Til AK*x. anatli. 4. On the 

the Fatlier, tlie 8«m really tlie Son, senses of ^^0^00*11 see Dean liiddeirs 

the Spirit really the Spint :" as the Sermon on ** Where two or three," 

tbini rrrrd of Antioeh saM that the p. 32. 

8«»fi was with (lod ** in a h^-postasis C* ' Uterally, « S4*paratod, by itself." 

Ath. de Syn. 24 : and hence arose IVohably he was thinkinfi^ of Diony. 

tl>eplinuie**Tliree Hypostases/' whirh sins of Koine, wlio in the third ccn- 

was startlinif as ap|Nirentlr Inconsfai- tury liad condemnetl the Trithcistic 

tient with tlietmth of the Dirine Tiiity notion of three hypostases foreign to 

9t e s se u fe, ami as hariny been nse<l liy eai*h otlier, and separate, ap. Athan. 

Arias, Ath. de Sjmoiib 10. Hnt as do l)e*T. Nk;. 20. The 1 0th rerse of 

p, m nttlfl patk>nt qiiesth>nin|C tlie **Qulrunqne Vult" should be ren. 



and frank exjihinatinn broiif^ht these den^, ** to acknowledge each Per. 

two dasMCfl of Catholics to understand s«in severally as God,** Ice. not ** by 

«acli other. Card. Newman considers Himself.** 

** tlirre hypostases** to be a somewluit * Conip. Athanasins, Rp. ad Scrap. 

kuc or iDaerurate expression of the i. 28. ** Tliere is a Trinity, not niere- 

Crath that each of tlie Dirine Tliree ly in name and in a figuro of speech, 

is tlie One Ood In tlib or tliat form but a Trinity real and existent.'* or 

•f Dirine penonality. Tracts Theol. as we might express it, ** immanent," 

awl iSeries, p. 9111: Arians, ed. 3, liddon*s llanip. Iicct. p. 10. 
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Mutual explanaiions. 

nor could we at all endure those who say or think thus : 
but we know a Holy Trinity, and one Godhead, and one 
Principle % and a Son coessential with the Father, as the 
fathers said, and the Holy Spirit, not a creature, nor fo- 
reign to, but belonging to, and undinded from, the essence 
of the Son and of the Father.'' 

6. We accepted their interpretation of their language, 
and their defence of it ; and proceeded to enquire of those 
wliom they had blamed for saying ^One Hypostasis," 
whether they said so in the sense of Sabellius, ^ by way of 
doing away with the Son and the Holy Spirit, or as if the 
Son were without true being, and the Holy Spirit without 
subsistence ^ And they also positively declared that they 
did not say so. ^^But,'' they said, ''we speak of Hypos- 
tasis, considering hypostasis and essence to mean the same 
thing : and we hold One Hypostasis, because the Son is 
from the Father's essence, and l>ecause of the sameness of 
the nature ; for we believe the Godhead to be one, and its 
nature to be one, and not that the Father's is one, and 



• TIiIh one •• prinpi|ilc" (&px4) 1»)Tm»*«'»J»" "'»••» tl»« ^n fwMy "f- 

vroiiUI 1m* tlio Fatliir (ak Foiiiitaiii of bu, in not a mmv. ipokcn wonl.'* (80 

(mnUiokI, cf. Ath. dc Dcrr. Nir. 15.) the Macrottidi rrrcil luid conilenined 

80 Orat. c, Ari. iv. ]. ** tlmt tlic Word titn Mamrllmn idt*« of a Son nnniib. 

is referred to the Father, whose $«m atNtiiifr, Ai'^o^irror, Ath. do Syn. :?6.) 

lie iSm "o that whUe Father and Son Kpiphaniiw ap«*aks of each I'emon as 

are two, we npeak of one * principle,' ivvw69r«ros, Anoor. 6 ; and sa}t he 

not two : whence there U proi)erly a thinks tliat tlie liuman mind is not. 

Unity of IVineiplo or Origin,'* {iiovao* as tlie Apollinarians lield, a liypoatasisy 

x/a.) and note tliere (Atli. Tn*at. li. hut *' an enerfQ*," wliereas (!lirist ia a 

5 it'), and i. 45.) So Tlieodoret, v«f( *' hypostasis,** llier. 77. 24. ('ompans 

i^X^' ''(^ narf><{t, liter. Fab. v. 1. (*yrii Alex, dc rerta fide ail Tlieod. 

^ ('f. c. Apollin. ii. 3. 13, on the Panlianhit heresy of an 

** *h¥ov9i9v innroirrarov. ** unsubsisting*' Wonl, which was not 

Here olaia itself hi used, implicitly, hypostatic, but only *'uttere«l by (Sod.'* 

in a ]Mtrsonal sense, as in IIip|NiIytus He arffues tliat If the iniafj^e of (iod 

c. N(H*t. 7. 4. cf. Urifpen in Joan. torn, bo not h}')KJstatio, God liinisclf is not 

2.18. Atlianasiuss|)eaksofthe Word hy|Mistatic. He uses ^bnrv^rrarar as 

an not ** unsul>sistent," &i'inr^<rraror, equivalent to Aj^^raprror, to pvir irra^ 

hilt stilKtistent, ^ko^iok, do Synmlls to what lias not roedved exuitencc. 

42 ; Orat. c. Ari. iv. 3. and uses Ajtv- So ib. 24, He did not couie as a xiyot 

•tr6vraro¥ for tlie Son as conceived of iL!nnr6<rraros, So the six bhtho|M wri- 

by Saliellius, * i. e. iiiii>ersonal, c. Apol- ti n(C to I'aul of Samosata : ** By whom 

lin.i. 21. This M very like using both the Father made all thinf^, not as 

ohcia niid inri^roffis for 'existence SiWinirT^/iif t Aj^worrirftv." Compare 

in p«*rsoiiality.* Set* Card. Newman, Newman, Tracts Tlieol. and Eecles. 

Tracts Theol. and Rcclcs. p. 3Uii. The p. 323, as to the sense of Malehhm's 

S<*mi.Arian Basil of Ancyra and lib wonls, that Paul of Samosata denied 

friends, qnote<l in Kplphaiiiiis, Hicr. the Son ovcmvBou in the wlnile 8avU 

73. 12, useil the phrase <• tlio Son has our: llouth, lldi. Sacr. iii. 302. 
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Nieene pirases oifined io be be$L 



that the Son's and the Holy Spiiifs are foreign to Him '. 
Thereapon too, of course, those who had been blamed for 
sajiAg "Three Hypostases" agreed with the former, and 
those also who said ''One Essence*" admitted the lan- 
guage of the others, as they explained it. And both par- 
ties anathematised Arias as one who fought against Christ, 
and Sabellius and Paul of Samosata as impious men, and 
Vakntinus and Basilides' as alien from the truth, and 
Manes as an iuTcntor of evil : and all, by God's grace, after 
the abore mentioned explanations, agreed with us that the 
fiuth confessed at Nioea by the fathers was better and 
more accurate than such phrases, and that for the future 
they would rather be content with and use its terms >• 

7. But further in regard to the economy^ of our Saviour 
in the flesh, since some seemed to be contentious with each 
other on that point also, we examined both parties, and 
what one party professed the other agreed to, that tltc 
Word of the Loid did not sojourn in a holy man * at the 

* See Noile't Krdj dorriptloii of at Nic^ in Tlinicc and impcwcil at Ari- 
Chk rsiiiiiiiatioo of the two parties, minuni, AtlMU. d« Synud. 3(>. Sozo- 
ia his Hist. Alex. i. liM. Ciregonr men ctnrerts Sucnitiii, r. I:?. 
KaaiaBSpa hjv, ** lie ad«lrn«ed iMth ^ Otitoptu^ used fur tlie dwpenMU 
fwrties with gentleneM and kindneaa, tion wlien4)y the Son of (Sod ci>ndo- 
CBRfailj esaniined the meaninif of trended to heroine Man ; the orig^hial 
thrir words, and found tliat tliey did Divinity of II ik IVrMUi iNrinp^ expn*:iM*d 
not diScrastodoctrine.** Hiis peace- hy tlio term 0*0X07(0. So Kusebtiii 
■uikini; temper, he proceeds, was i. l.oiiroi'ofJaf T«ira)9«oXo7/af. 8. Bo- 
wman beneficial than all Atliaiiasios's sil, Kp. H. 3. 7ra /i^ . . . rp 0*oKayl^ 
loos laboan, writin|(8, exiles, Orat. wp0^4xi^*t, r^f oUoi^oiAtat itara^pO' 
91. 3S, 36. See Stanley on Eastern W»^«r. On tliis sense of oIho^o^Io, see 
dnreh, p. SUO. It was characteris- Newman*s Arians, p. 76 : and comp. 
tie of Atlianasius as a tlieologrian to Ath. c. Apollin. 1. 2; IS.Onit.c. Arian. 
Ivokthmufrh words into meaninf^, as ii. 9, **tlie Wont's economy In ro. 
fai Us address to the SemUArians on gard to >lanht>od." 80 Cyril Alex, do 
tiie llottooasion, de Synod. 41 . Recta fide ad Theod. c. 37. (cd. Piisey, 

• Oorkr here seems to be an error p. 122,) rn furk aapkhs oUwofil^ 
fsr iWrroriir. > See Ep. ad Kiiictet. 2. atl Maxim. 

f For flasHides and Valentlnns see 2. c. Apollin. i. 21. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 

Bfaaacra Gnostic Heresies, pp. 144, 1, *< Nor is Goil in the Son as by com. 

ISI. InfC into the SainU," ftc. and ih. iii. 

f Tel the anathema attached to 30. We pother from a passaf^e in 

the creed did Implicitly sanction 8. Hilary, deTrin. x. 21, tliat this n<». 

" one hypostasis,^ by usinf^ hypostasis tion tliat tlie Word of God was in 

aaaasMa. Gregory says that Atha^ Jesos as the spirit of pn>pliecy was in 

■aaius allowed to each party the use tite prophets, was held by the fhoti- 

•f its own phrase. Socrates makes a nUns, in whose view the Word was 

strange nintake, imagining that this impersonal or non.subsistent, and 

CmiBcil prDbibited tl^ use of * oMa Jesus was a mere man In whom tlie 

awl ^irmrit,' ill. 7, as If it had Word dwelt with spedal fulness : and 

IMIowed fai the track of tlie Acacuin tliat they charged the Catholics with 

tbeir creed as completed denying that our ixird was bom with 
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Two error i a$ to Christy disclaimed. 11 

consummation of the ages, just as He came to the prophete, B^r* J«rw 
but that tl)e Word Himself became flesh, and, existing in ^. ^^ 
the form of God, took the/orm of a servant^ and was bom % 7. 
Man, of Mary, according to the flesh, for our sakes ; and 
tliat tlius the human race being through Him perfectly and 
entirely delivered from sin, and endued with life from the 
dead, was introduced into the kingdom of heaven. For 
they also acknowledged this, that the Saviour hod not a 
body without a soul, nor without perception, nor without 
a mind ^, for neither was it possible that, when the Lord be- 
came Man for us. His body should be without a mind ; nor 
was it body only, but soul also that attained salvation in 
the Word Himself and being truly Son of God, He, the 
same, became aho firstborn among many brethren. There- R^nb. 8. 
fore, the Son of God who was bqfore Abraham was not one, g. joba 
and He who was after Abraham another' ; nor was Ho who ^ ^^ 
raised up Lazarus one, and He who enquired about him 
another : but it was the same who said humanly. Where is 8. Jolm 

11.94. 

iMHiI andlHMly. A|H)lliiiariii WAMrif^Iitiy in n prophet, KpUt. 101. Oneoftlm 
xriiloiiH apfainnt tlio notion dcm*rilNMl stronf^cst iwiuts tJilccn liy 8. Cyril was 
in i\w trxt ; an«l Iii» envoyn apfmrvntly tliat Nratorianlsm virtually reprewnt- 
(Ircw fortli a dinrlainicr of it from tlioms eel tlin relation b«tw(*cn tlie Wonl and 
to wlioni tliry travi*, in liis nanir, an tlic (Mkriiit as tlic mine in kind, tliou|cli 
aMturance n» to hin ttNioliinp: alNuit tlie not in deg'n*e, with tlie rehitiun bo- 
soul ill Clirixt. Tlic di!M*lniincr was twecn that Wonl and tlie saints, e. |p. 
in tflTeet, **Wc on our parts assure Bp. ad Nest. 2. 10, Kxpbin. 3. &c. 
you that wc have no sort of syni|Kithy ^ Tliat this admission was eqniv<»ni1« 
witii tlic IMuitiiiUin view of Cliriitt^s may bo infcrre«( from A|i«dlinaris*i 
I*cr>on.*' See ApoIlinaris*s words in letter, above quoted, ** He took not a 
a letter of A. 1). 377, quoted by Ijeim- human mind, but a Divine mind. 
tiu5, (iailnnd. xii. 7C)n, tliat the Wonl Wherefore tlie Savhmr luid not a bcNly 
wliicli was in t!>e Pniphets did not devoid of . . . inteltipMice:" i.e. Ilui 
(in the case of Christ) come into a roSt was in fact His UoiUicad. SoVita- 
Iioly man, but the Wonl Himself be- lis at first delif^lite<l his hearers by own- 
c;ime flesh ; and his disciple Timotliy iiifi^ Christ to be ** i»erfect man ;" but 
obJ4*cted to a bnither-AiMdliiiarian of it turned out tliat he substitutccl (Jod- 
the moderate school for saying* that liead for mind, Epipli. Hasr. 77, !i3. 8o 
the fl(*!th was not made C(M*ssentinl Gref^. Nax. sa}*s that the Apollinarians 
witli the fiiNlhead, init only united to woiikl acknowleil|(e Christ to bo not 
it; **as a holy man," he e^imments, without a rovs or A^r, aecrctir roean- 
**iiii(;ht lie uiiitetl to (ioil;" ib. xii. infc tlierehy His (lodhead. Kp. 10^ 
701. Kpiphanius, in liis paraphrase Compare Atli. c. Apollin. e. li. 10. 
of the creed, says tliat the Son became * So Apollinaris says, in tlie same 
man, not as if dwelluifc in a man, nor letter: **Thero was not one Son of Hud 
as when He inspired tiie prophets and before Abraliam, and another after 
acted by them, Ancorat. Wl ; and see Abraham." Tliis, of course, b roost 
below, Kp. Kpict. 11. Gregrory Naxian« tnie, as 8. Cyril says, ad Nest. ill. 8. 
zen, wliile attackinff Apollinarianbim, ** who was Divinely before Abraham^ 
stronflrly condemns this notion that and afterwarda became Man.** 
the Word acted l>y grace in Jesus, as 
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T2 Verbal dispuies io be discouraged. 

Mb Mm Lazarus laidF and who div^inely raised liim up "• It was the 
•une who spat corporeally as Man, but DiTinely, as Son 
of God, opened the eyes of the man bom blind, who suf- 
fered in flesh, as Peter said", but Divinely opened the 
tombs and raised up the dead. On account of whicli texts 
tbey understood aU the contents of the Gospel in this 
sense, and positively declared that they were of the same 
mind r^rding the Incarnation of the Word, and His be- 
eoming Man. 

& Since therefore these points have been thus acknow- 
ledged, we exhort you not to condemn rashly, nor reject, 
those who make a like acknowledgement, and thus inter- 
pret the phrases which they used, but rather to welcome 
them, now that they make for peace, and excuse themselves: 
but as for those who do not choose to make this acknow- 
ledgement, and thus to interpret the phrases, keep them 
mt a distance and put them to shame, as persons whose 
opinions are suspected. And while you shew no tolerance 
to these latter, advise the former, whose explanations and 
'sentiments are correct, not to examine each other any fur- 
ther, nor to keep up a strife of words, nor to use such 
phrases as these in dispute with each other, but to be united 
in tlie sentiments of true religion \ For those that are not 
so disposed, but are contentious merely about such little 
phrases', and seek for something beyond what was formu- 
lated at Niccea, are simply giving their neighbours io drink 
what is turbid^ and pernicious, like men who are envious of 

* 8cc Bp. ad Max. 3 ; and so Onit. c lllniMif Kiiflfcr in flouli for us arcordingf 

AriaB. iii. SS. ** He ottensd a linmaii to the Scriptures, altlionfrli He was in 

Toire as nan, bat as God He raised 1a- His own nature im|>assible." And in 

aunos from the dead." AIimi de Seiitrnt. Ids Ixstter to Jolin of Antiocli (Ihisry, 

]K0ii|idi,9, ** The liord havin^c lM*conio p. 60) be a(?ain cites it« addin(r« **and 

Maa siMwcd tliat He could wrcp as not in tlie nature of the ineflablc God- 

mmm hmi rabed up liaiarus as (iud.** Iiead." 

Ce«ip. 8. l«eo the Great*s Tome or Ep. * Eve§fi*tast in tlie Atlianasian sense 

Sa, e. 4, that it did not bdonr to tlie of ** ortlioilox Christianity," the rifclit 

•aose naturs to weep orer a mend as or sound belief in G<Hi, with the tle- 

drmA, and to raise him up as restored votion and uliedience involved In It. 

to life« aHlMiU|ch these were the acts Tliu sense was derived from I Tim. 

«f mtm Persoo, Ice 3. 16. See Newnion*s Arians, p. 2tf6. 

■ Oa thb text see Athan. Orat. iii. f A«{«i<(oif. The word occurs in 

»4. Cjrril dtes it in Ep. ad Nest. 9. 6, Orat. c. Ari. ii. 5,11. 

(PBsrr, p. M.)** We confess tliat He ^ TliM text is siniilarljr quoted in 

mhm was hritottea of God the Father, ad Epict. I ; c. Aiwllin. ii. 4. 
am 9mm aad God Only.^esutten, did 
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All to meet at Paulinu^s Church. 13 

pence and love schisms. But do you, as good men, and 
faithful servants, and stewards of the Lord, put a stop to, 
and keep off, all things that give scandal ond are strange, 
and set before every other consideration such a peace as 
this, the faith l)eing in a sound state'. Perhaps the Lord 
will have mercy on us, and join together the parts that 
have been divided ; and when there is mode one fold, we 
shall all again have one Guide, our Lord Jesus Christ. 

0. For ourselves, although it was not necessary to seek 
for anything beyond the Nicene Creed % nor to tolerate the 
wol*ds that grow out of contentiousness, yet still for peace' 
sake, and in order not to drive away those who wished to 
believe rightly, we went into these enquiries : and what 
the parties have acknowledged we have dictated in concise 
form, we who have been left in Alexandria, together with 
our fellow ministei*s Asterius and Eusebius, for the ma- 
jority of us have departed to their own dioceses. But 
do you, in public, in your accustomed place of meeting, 
read this, and be pleased to invite all to meet you thei-e. 
For it is riglit that this letter should first be read there, 
and that those who wish and who labour for peace should 
bo joined together there, and that afterwards, when they 
have been joined together, the Church-meetings^ should 
be held, and the Lord be glorified by all in common, in 
whatever place is agreeable to all the people, your Kind- 
ness being present. The brethren who are with me greet 
you. I, Athanasius, pray that you may be in good health, 
and may remember me before the Lord. And likewise 
tlie other bishops who came together have signed their 
names, and so did those who were sent by Lucifer, bishop 
of the isle of Sardinia, being two deacons, Hcrennius and 

' I.e. Kinre the pnrtini in qiicntiun service, Kuaeb.vii. 11, Atlian.Apol.c 

nreKiil>Ntniitiallyngr«*e<liitt(itliefaitli. Ari. SO, and wvpdyt^m, to join in m 

The zt*al nfcninMt ** logomachy," in scrvire, to liave a place in tlie drngnv 

thiii paswige, in clinracteristic of Atlia- f^ation, Atlian. Apol. c. 12. Ep. d« 

na»{ii8 ; vee Ail Jovian. 4. ad Max. 1. inorte Arii, 2. In tlie ** except ioiMm** 

" See Ad Afron. 1. wrongljr ascril>ed (see lladdan and 

* Svi'cl^cif , aMcnibliei for wondiip. 8ttibbs, (Councils and Keel. IXiciim. lil. 

So in A|Mil. ad Cunnt. 25, do Pnga, 415) to Egbert arclibUliop of York, 

2 1, a vigil in preparation for tf-vrcl^fMf. no. 28 (Wilkini, Condi, i. KKt) wfi 

So A)>ol. ad Const. 4. ** I Hp(*nt my find **8ynaxet" used for tlM oflket of 

time at (Rome) rait ^vr<I{<ri, cf. ib. the MTen canonical boura, 
15. 0'^ya^it." So €9v4r)fm ia to bold m 



nmtmmmmm^mm^mwmmmmmmmm^mmmmm^mmmmfmmm^mmif^ 



14 



8ignaiwr€9 to the Tome. 



Agapetos, and those sent by Psalinus, Maximas and Calem- 
eras, being themselves also deacons. And there were also 
present some monks of ApoUinarios the bishop^ sent by 
Um for this purpose*. 

10. Now the aboTe named bishops, to whom the letter 
was written, are Eiisebius, of the city of Vercellie in Gaul, 
Lodfer of tiie bland of Sardinia, Asterius of Petra in Ara- 
bia, Cymatius of Paltum in Ccelesyria, Anatolius of Eulxca. 
And those who wrote the letter are the Pope ' Athanasius, 
and those who were with him in Alexandria, and Easebius 
himself, and Asterius : and the rest, Caius of Pkuratonium, 
near to Libya 3^; Agathos of Phragonis' and of a part of 
Elearchia in Egypt ; Ammonius of Ptohnemunis and of 
the other part of Elearchia; Agntbodiemon, of Schedia 
and Menilaites * ; Dracontius, of Little Hermopolis ^ ; 
Adelphius, of Onuphis^ in Lychna; Hermion, of Tanis'; 
Mark, of Zygra near to Libya; Theodore, of Athribis*; 
Andrew', of Arsenois'; Paphnutius, of Sais; Mark, of 
Fhike ^ ; Zoilos, of Andro ; Menas, of Antiphra. 

To this Eusebios added his signature thus in Latin, of 
which the following is a translation : 

I, Eusebius, bishop, according to your accurate profes- 
sion of doctrine made by both parties, when you agreed 
together on the subject of the Hypostases, did also agree ; 
and moreover concerning the Incarnation of our Saviour, 
that the Son of God became also Man, having assumed all 



* I. e. irat Co diarlaim tlie opinioM rica« ah wcra Zygm and Antliihni. 
\mfmird to him as to tb« **iuiii(i" in ■ IMirnptniii, l>.irliii«*niiiirui, Klimr- 
Clurirt. cbiA« wire in Mf^^iWM Sccunila in 

title ** nipM** m *« dMr fiu extn*ine N. oT Efcypt. 
upedailj glTen in tlie East, ■ Souiewluit to N. E. of Alcxan- 
to tiw Biriiop of Alexan«lriat tlins dria. 
Arioi and hb friends wrote to <* Alex. ^ 8. E. of Alexandria. 

* In iBfO'ptus IVima, as were Sals 
and Androp<»lis. 

' In AufTiMtamnira Prima. 

* In Auf^tamnica Sccunda. Comp. 
8or. ¥. 10. 

' Named witli Paplmutiiui In Atlia- 



It 



awler Cbeir blesaed jiope and b'lsliop,' 
Atbaa.ile8jiHML1lft Oeor|(e of liao. 
4icea called bin Alexander the pope, 
iku 17: and so Atlianasius speaks of 
Ma, ApoL c Arian. 71. Ischjrras 
wrICco to ** the blessed pope Atliana- 

aias,'* ib. S3. Compare Eusebius viL nasius*s lOtli FraUl EpiKtlc. 
7. whcrv l>ioajBiiis of Alex, calb his f In ** Arcadia " or lleptanomis. 
prodemsor, "'our Messed pope.** ^ In tlie southern or second Tlie- 

f Tbb pbre la mentioned by Dio. bald. It will be seen tliat, of tlie 
■jrfas of Alexandria in Eoseb. vii. 1 1. EgyptUin suflTraKans here assembled, 
H was Ml the eea st of Ubja Manna- some Iwioni^ to dioceses far apart. 
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Notes by Eusebiui and Paulmui, 15 

without sin, even as our original^ man subsisted, I have 
guaranteed my belief according to the context of the letter. 
And whereas '* the document of Sardica'' is said to be ex- 
cluded in order that nothing might seem to be put forth 
beside the Nicene faith, I also assent, that the Nicene faith 
may not seem to be shut out by means of it: nor ought 
it to be brought forward. I pray that you may be in health 
in the Lord. 

I, Asterius, assent to the above written, and pray that 
you may be in health in the Lord. 

And after this Tome had been sent from Alexandria, 
thus signed by the above named, they also (at Antioch) 
afterwards added their own signatures as follows : 

I, Paulinus, '' think thus, as I received from the fathers: 
that the Father exists, and subsists perfectly, and a per- 
fect Son subsists perfectly, and the Holy Spirit subsists 
perfectly. Wherefore I approve of the above explanation 
concerning the Three Hypostases, and the One Hypostasis 
or Essence, and those who think thus. For it is pious to 
tliink of and confess the Holy Trinity in One Godhead K 
And also concerning the Incarnation of the Word of the 
Fatlicr, which took place for our sakcs, I think thus as it 
is written, tliat according to John, the IVord became fleih : 8. Jolm 
not according to those most impious men who say that lie * * 

' TJterally *' old,** I. e. as Adam was this paper, and said in. lite turn that 

CToateil. Vitalin denied tliat Clirtet became fier- 

^ I*aiilinu9, apparently, liad been feet man. Tlioodoret** Ktory in v. 3, 

8nHpccte<( eitiicr of SaMlianism ur uf that Flavian in .ISO publicly taxed 

wliAt waA aftcrwante called Apoliin- l*auliniui with denviufC the ** Trinity 

aruinism, (charf^cs to wliicli, aa a Ca- of llypostaMis," altluHi|i:li pntfemiufc 

tholic of the most anti-Artan tyi>e, to communicate with Daniasus who 

he mipfht be thou|(ht op<^n ;) and lie ailniitted it, is \ery reaiumably set 

vindicated himself by this document, aside by Tdtemont, viii. 7(»7. Thco- 

which is alMo fi^ivcn by Kpiphaniiis, doret had a bias afpiinst I'auliniis. 
who sa)*8 it was written out by Atha- ' I. e. so to hold the Unity of the 

nasiu8*M own hand, llior. 77. 20, SI. Go<1liead as not to ctnnprumise Trini- 

See Tillemont, viii. 221 , who sa^'s tlite tarianism ; to ** worship one Goil,** but 

took place in the rcifcn of JovUn, as** in Trinity." So Ep. Epict. 9. Orat. 

when Athanasius visit«Hl Antioch a c. Arian. iii. 15 ; ** Then also do we 

vear after the Alexandrhin Council, cimfess God to be One, throufirh the 

i.e. after Paulinus had received cpisco. Trinity;" and ib. i. 18, "an eternal 

jial consecration from the imjiatient and one Godhead cxtets in Trinity.'* 

Iiucifer, who thiu rendered pacifica- So Eniphanius, Ancorat. 7, *' Tlic Tri- 

tion hopeless. It te observable that nity is always a Trinity . . • . In tlie 

Vitalis, about fourteen yeart biter, told Trinity tliere te no blending together, 

Rpiphanius that I'aulinua held Sabel- and no separation from Its proper 

lianism ; whereupon PftulinuspriNluccd Unity.** 






16 Note by PauHnui. 

underwent a change % but that He became Man for us, be- 
ing bom of the Holy Virgin Mary and the Holy Spirit. 
For the Saviour had not a body without soul, nor without 
perception, nor without mind: for it was not possible 
thaty when the Lord became Man for us, His body should 
be without a mind. Wherefore I anathematise those who 
set aside the £uth confessed at Nicoui, and who do not say 
that the Son is from the essence of the Father and is co- 
essential with Him. And I anathematize those who say 
that the Holy Spirit is a creature, brought into existence 
by means of the Son. And further, I anathematize the 
heresy of Photinus % and every heresy ; walking in the path 
of* the Nicene faith and of what is above written. I, Car- 
terius, pray that you may be in good health. 

* Aecordlafr to the ■eeoad propntU sion of 344, condemned in rouncili 

tioa of Cbe Apdlinarian tdiooi, wlilch at Milan in 345, and 347, afpUn at 

ApolUBariiis bimadf diKiaiined, but an Arianiiinic counril of Sirroiiim in 

wbidi was that early afirmed by 347 — 8, and finally eondemncd by the 

••■M of hb friends or pupils,— tliat the ■rcond or g^reat ouuncil of Sinnium in 

fiord's body was fbrmed by a *conrer- 351 (its d^ietrinal formoiary is givtn 

afam of Godhead Into flesli/ Some by Atbanaslus de Synodis, x7 ; comp. 

pctaoas had asserted it about 350, for liikry de Synodis 38, Pnmn. S. lU, 

itlscoBdemncdbythe'^firstSirmlan'' SI.) Pliotinus was then cgected and 



in 851» Athan. de Synod* exiled, 8oe. ii. 30: but he is said to 

S7. Iiare been reealled under Julhin, and 

■ Photinus, bishop of Sirmium, ap- again exiled under ValentlnUin I. He 

pean to have Imbibed from Marodlns retained bis opinions until bis death, 

a theory aklo to SabeilUnism, and, in Atlianaslus alludes to blm as denying 

adrocatinit it, had emphasised that as- the Dirinity of Christ, e. ApoUin. 11. 

pect of Saheinanism whieh invoired a 19 ; and Hilary deTrin. rli. 7, 10, and 

■Mrdr humanitarian view of the Per- the formuhiry sent by Damasus to 

aoaofChriit, 8oe.il. IS. In his view Fiulinus, Tlieod. v. II. accuse him 

•or I^onl had bad no existence before ol revirlnfc EbionUm. 

His Nafhrity. He was censured in • STMyw^i cf. Rom. 4. IS. 
Um 8e«i-AriM •• Maamtidi** coofes. 
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THE EPISTLE TO JOVIAN. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Joy I AN, on tucceedini^ to the empire in the •nmmer of 3G3, at onoe ibowed 
liinuelf favoiirable to the ortliodox bishops. He sent to Athanasius the let- 
ter fullowinfc, and shortly afterwards, as It would appear from Athanasius'a 
letter, wrote to liim again asltinjc for a eompendioos account of the CathoUe 
doctrine. It should be remembered to tlie lionoiir of thb prince, that lib 
struif^htforward orthodoxy was united, aoeordlnfl^ to the testimony of a 
Pag^an philosopher, with a spirit of comprehensive toleratloQ '• 

» 

[THE EPISTLE OP JOVIAN. 

JOVIAN, TO TUB MOST RBLIOIOUB ATIIANABIUS, A FRIBIfD 

OP GOD. 

Highly admiring the excellences of your most Tirtiious life, and 
of your likemiudednc88 to the God of tlie univene, and of your af- 
fections towards our Saviour Christ, we praise you, most honoured 
Hiiiho|), because you have not quailed at any kbour, nor at the ter^ 
ror caused by the persecutors ; and esteeming dangers and threats of 
the world as dung, grasping the rudder of that ortliodox faith which 
is dear to you, you have contended even until now for the truth, and 
continue to exhibit yourself as an exam]>le and pattern of virtue to 
the whole community of the faitliful. Our Majesty, tlierefore, re- 
calls you, and wills you to return to the teacliing of the way of sal- 
vation. Hetum, tlien, to the holy cliurches, and act as the friend of 
God's people, and send up earnest prayers for our Clemency. For 
we know tliat by your supplication both we and those with us who 
are of Christian sentiments will receive great assistance from the 
Most High God.] 



THE LETTER OF ATHANASIUS TO JOVIAN ^ 

1. A DESIRE of instruction, and a longing after heavenly 
things, are becoming to a religious Emperor; for by this 

• Soc lit. 25. Tliemivtiut, Orat. 5. ^ Theodoret InierU thb letter In 
^Op. p. 50, ed. Hanluln.) Compare his Hbtorv, ill. 3, with tlili headUig* 
Atlianasiiu*! own maxims, e. g. Hist. ** Athanatfus and the other blahopt 
Art 83, 67. who have oome as representatives of 

C 
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18 The true ChrUtian Faith 

Mr. MM meant will you hare your keari truly in the hand of God ^ 
p^^^ Since then your Piety has wished to learn from us the 
1. * £uth of the Catholic Church, we give thanks on this ac- 
count to the Lord, and have thought fit to remind your 
Piety of the fiEuth confessed by the fathers at Niciea, rather 
than of anything else. For some, who had set this faith 
ande, laid various plots against us, because we did not give 
way to the Arian heresy; and they have become the au- 
thors of heresy and schisms agunst the Catholic Church. 
For the true and pious faith in the Lord is made plain to 
all men, being both known and read from the Holy Scrip- 
tures '• For in thb faith the saints were made perfect and 
suffered martyrdom *; and now, having ended their course, 
they are in the Lord. And the faith would have remained 
unimpaired in perpetuity had not some heretics in their 
wickedness daied to falsify it. For one Arius, and his 
companions, attempted to corrupt it, and to bring in an 
impiety against it, saying that the Son of God was from 
nothing, and was a creature and a thing made, and capa- 

tbe Uabopi finum EffTpt^and the Tlie- b the frrent S. Atluinaiiiui,'* Krbli*, 

baid,andtlielibjis.'* Valesias tliinki A|t|*endix to Sermon on Primitive 

that Athancaiiii, with lome of hbtuf. Tradition (Sermons, 1848, p. 400.) 

frafans, had come to Antioch to pay Compare 8. Hilary, de Trinit. ii. 3. 

their duty to Jorian, and there wrote ** I)e intellifcontia enim liicrKsii, non 

the letter. Bat the Benedictines re- de Soriptura est.*' 
fer to Theodoret UL S, to show that * Here is the other anpect of the 

Athanasiiu simply "assembled tlie case, — that the Nict'iic Faitli is tlie 

■Hire learned bishops** (at Alexandria.) true representative of (iriniitive trtidi- 

8o Hefele treats the letter as synodi- tion : so 8. Basil says tliat it liad been 

cal ; Councils, sect. 87. held in his churrh of Cirmrra from 

* TheodorK*8 copy of this letter the days of tlie lathers, Kp. 140. 2. 

(see Valesiiis*8 edition,) adils here. See Mozley*s Essays, ii. 123, on tlie 

** and yoa win peacefully proloufif your testimony borne by tlie bisliops at Ni- 

reign tlirou^ a long series of vcars.** cica to the " p^iieral airreiit tradi- 

Pknoliably the words were erased in the tion ** of doctnne in their churrhes : 

Atlianirian text after this loyal fore- and on Tlieory of Development, p. 1(».*l, 

cast had been falsified by Jovhin*8 ** The Niceiie (/HmvI only assertiMl and 

early death, Feb. 17,364. gruanled a doctrine which had been 

' It b diaracterbtic of Atlianasius held from the finit, viz. tliat of (-hrist's 

to insist on the Scripturalness of the true and proper Divinity . . Tlie Ni- 

Nieeoe (kith, and on the suflidennr of cenc (.reed . . . expressed this tnitli, 

Scripture evidence for the establish- and no more, by the wonl IIomo«iu- 

ment of Catliolic doctrine. " Divine sion . . . The fathers said, Tliis is the 

Scripture,** he tells his sufTragans in old doctrine tliat we have.** etc. Ob- 

ase, " b Hiore sufficient tlian any- serve the force of the Catholics' qiies. 

thlaf^ else.** Ep. .£fc. 4. So in de tion as to Arianism, " Who has ever 

Deer. Kic 39. etc and below, c. Apid- before heard such thinpfs ?** Alexander 

Ha. I. 8. ** If there be one amonfr di- in Soc i. 6, (probably written hv 

fteci .... who commits hb cause Atlianasius :) Atlian. Orat. i. 8. A)Md. 

tm thm witness of Scripture more un- c. Ari. 49. So of other errors, Ep. 

redly than the rest .. . that one Kpictet. 2. CC Soc. y. IQ. 
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repretenied by the Nieene Creed. 10 

ble of change ^ And with these words they deceived many, 
so that even those who seemed to be somewhat were led GaL s. 
away by their blasphemy : however our holy fathers has- ^ ^ 
tened to assemble, as we said before, in the Nieene Coun- 
cil and anathematized them, and drew up a written con- 
fession of the faith of the Catholic Church, so that while 
this faith was everywhere being preached, the heresy which 
had been kindled by the heretics was everywhere extin- 
guished. So then this faith was existing everywhere in 
every Church, being acknowledged and preached in sin- 
cerity. But since now some persons who are minded to 
renew the Arian heresy have dared to set aside this faith 
confessed by the fathers at Nicica, and pretend indeed to 
confess it, but in fact deny it, putting a false sense on 
tlie word coesscntial ', also blaspheming the Holy Spirit 
by saying that lie is a creature, and that Ho came into 
being as a thing made by means of the Son ^, we have 
deemed it to be necessary, in consideration of the mischief 
which is being done to the people by such blasphemy, to 
present to your Devotion the faith confessed at Niccsa, in 
order that your Piety may know what has been written 
with complete accuracy ^, and how widely they go astray 
who teach what is contrary to it. 

2. For know, O most religious Augustus, that these 
things^ have been preached from the beginning, and that 
tins faith was confessed by the fathers who assembled at 

' Thft eMontial points of Arianism Seml-AriAn ** llomoioinlon." 8(« the 

were, (1) Hint tlin Sun wax not eter- XcXXcr of a nunilxH* of bUliopa, iiidu- 

iiaI ; ** onr<; lie did not exist.** (2) dinfp iNitli Mdctitu and Acarius, as- 

That tlic Son was not uncreated, but senibled at Antiocli about this timt% 

was Mim/i> *< (lod '* liy tlie Fatlier : and Soc. iii. 25. Compare Hefele, Hist. 

consequently, (3) Tiiat He was *'of a of Councils, sect. 87. A letter writ- 

difTerent ess«Mice ** from (iod. It was ten In the name of Valentinhin I. to 

a natural inference, that He was crea- the Arkn bishops of Asia Minor, 375, 

ted, as the Aufrels were created, with alludes to some who lonjc •(?<> Aocept- 

a ca|Mcity for moral ** diauKe,** tliat is, ed the *' Homoousion " insincerely, as 

for fallinfif Away ; that it was conopiv- if it meant no more than the ** Homol- 

able that He might hare rebelled on" (tlie s)'mbol of a yet lower Ari- 

against God. See Alexander's Ency- anism, which would only admit irene. 

dical in Soc 1. 6. Athanasius discusses rally tiwt the Son was ** like ** to the 

the rprrriv In Orat. c. Arl. i. 35. Fatlier, which mlfcht be taken In aere- 

> ** Homtiousion." Some of the ex- ral senses), Theodoret ir. 8. 

Arian Churchmen, or of tlie Ariani ^ See the Tome, 1,3. 

who wislied to find a home in the ' Tlieodoret — ^** with what accuraqr 

Churdi, had accepted this Nieene it has been written.*' 

watchword in an inadequate sense, i Theodoret — ^*' Uiat thb b the (altli 

aa If It were rirtaany enuiralent to the tluit has been prearhed," lie. 

o 2 
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so The fTicene Creed, 

Nieaety and that it has the assent of all the Churches in 
every place, those in Spain and Britain S And those of 
Gavl^and of all Italy, and Dalmatia, and Dacia and Mysia', 
Macedonia and all Greece, and those in all Africa, and 
Sardinia, and Cyprus, and Crete, and Pamphylia, and 
Lycia, and Isauria, and those in Egypt and the Libyas "*, 
an4 Pontos, and Cappadocia, and the churches near us, 
and those in the East*, except a few who hold Arianism. 
For we know by experience the minds of all the above 
named, and we also possess letters of theirs. And you 
know, most religious Augustus, that even if some few per- 
sons contradict this faith, they cannot prejudice it, when 
all the world * b holding the Apostolic faith. For those 
men, having long been infected with the Arinn heresy, are 
now more contentious in their resistance to true religion. 
And that your Hety may know it, although you do know 
it, we have still taken care to subjoin the faith confessed 
by the bishops ' at Nicosa. Now the faith confessed by the 
Cithers at Niciea is this ^ : — 

8. fVe believe in one God ike Father Almighty y Maker of 

^ ApoL e. Arian. 1. See HiUnr*i bad become a tradition, leaired in 

I>e SyBodis, addrened to tbe UaUic men's minds by stiff preconrcptions 

and British bishops,- who had ** con* which resbted ali attempts to dbturb 

tfained free from the contagion of tliem, ib. x. 1 . Atlianasius says in De 

(Ariaa) heresy.** They had accepted Synod. 33 tliat all men were well con- 

the derisions «N tlie Council of Sardira tent with the Nicene terms, Itc. ; 

!■ fsvoor of Athanasins, Atlian. Apol. which cannot lie talcen literally. 

c ArL 1. r Tlieodoret-~*'by the318 bishops.** 

> Moesia ? « Tliis orifrinnl Nicene Creed is also 

■ Libya Cyrenaka, or Superior, and found in Socrates, 1. 8 ; 8. Basil, Ep. 
libym Marmorka or Seconda. See 140; Cyril Alex. Ep. ad Nt«t. S. 8. 
BiB|(hamb.i3E.S. 6.(rol.iii.p.51.) For a Latin version see Hilary de 

■ That is, the as^grefrate of fifteen Synodb. 84. Epiplmnius, writing in 
prarioen of which Antiocli was the 374 (Ancuratos, 130) gives as the 

Blnghamb. Ix. 1. 6. Thb Nicene creed that revised and en- 
nse of ** the East ** and larged form of it which we call Con- 
appears in Cyril of Alex* stantinopolitan, but without *< (iod 
aiidria*8 ApohigbadvenusOrientahes, from tiod," and with the old Nicene 
i. e. the bishops dependent on the see cbuse, ** that b, from the essence of 
•f Antioch, then heM by John. the Father;'* and then he gives a 
* We must not press such Unguage much longer form, which, he 8a)'s, the 
tiom stcietly. Athanashis here yields, whole Church at that time had begim 
if if must be said, to tlie temptation to use on account of recent heresies. 
«f li n imi sing the forces of the party it b impossibhi to take thb statement 
which be wished hb new sovereign literally : and it is strange that Epi- 
to i ii s rou Htenapce. Not k>ng before, plwni'us should not have known the 
HilBfy wrote, ** Many through nearly true text of the Creed of 325. Dr. 
afl provtnees of the Roman empire I«umby considers tliat the fathers of 
hKW Mw been infected with thb pes. the Council of 381 put forth the <* Con- 
doctriM...**deTrin.vi.l. It stanthiopoUtan creed,** if they did so. 
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pui forth as against Arianism, 
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ail thitifff both visible and invisible. And in one Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, begotten of the Father, Only^begot- 
ten, that is, from the Essence of the Father ', God from God, 
Light from Light, Very God from Very God; begotten, not 
made ; Coessential with the Father ; By Whom all things 
were made, both things in heaven and things on earth ; Who 
for us men, and for our salvation, came down, and was in- 
carnate, became man, suffered, and rose again the third 
day, and ascended into the heavens ; wilt come to judge the 
living and dead. And in the Holy Spirit. But those who 
say, *Once He was not,* and, ^before He was begotten He was 
not '/ and that ^ He was made out qf nothing,* or say that 
the Son of God is from another substance ^ or essence, or is 
created, or changeable, or alterable, are anathematized by 
the Catholic and Apostolic Church. 

4. In this faith, O Augustus^ it is necessary that all 
should abide, since it is divine and ApostoliCi and that no 
one should disturb it by subtleties and logomachies \ as 
the Arian fanatics have done, who say that the Son of God 
is from nothing, and that once He was not, and that He is 
created, and made, and changeable. For on account of 
these assertions, as we said before, the Council of Niccca 
anathematized this heresy, and confessed the true faith. 
For they have not called the Son simply like to the Fa- 

not as a revised form of the Niccnc, was nut familiar to all the bisliopt and 

but under the mistake that it was churches, tliat is jiredsiUy consbtent 

the actual Nioene creed, (ilist. of with wliaC we know of the gradual 

Creeds, p. (ID.) But he doubts whe- reoofcnition of the Second Council, 

thcr they did put it forth at all. His ' This cUuse was omitted in tlie 

reasons, however, seem inadequate. Constantinopolitan revisicm of the 

That it is ignored in Western docu- Creed : It being thought, apparently, 

ments of the peritMl 391 — 123, and by that the idea was suflUcientlv expressed 

the Council of Kphesus, is quite na- by ** coessential with the Father." 

tural ; for the West and tlie Alexan- * Tliis Arian proposition meant, 

drian Church did not acknowledge the ** Being the Son, He came into exbt- 

Council of 381. Thus, when Nesto- ence when He was * begotten :' there- 

rius of Constantinople quotes ai part fore, of course. He could not have 

of the Creed the words ix Uiftdfiaros existed before." Here it was assumed 

'AylQv, which were added in the re- tliatHUSonshlp depended on an event, 

vision, Cyril recites the original, and wliereas it was an eternal fact In the 

asks, ** Where have they said about life of the Godhead. See Newman in 

.the Son that He was incarnate of the Atlumashui Treatises, 1. 274. 

Holy Spirit and Mary the Vb'gin ?" *■ Hypostasis, used as equivalent to 

Adv. Nest. i. 6, 8. At Chalcedon it olf^la or essence. See Atbanashm 

was acccptetl along with tlie Nicene Treatises, 1. 66. 

Creed proper, as the Creed of the 150 • On **logoniacliica," aee the Tome, 

fathers (of 881.) If at that time it 8. 
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22 Docirime qfihe Umiy im TrwiUy. 

* tlier % lest He should be believed to be simply like to God; 
and not Very God from God. But they wrote the word 
** Coessentialj^ which was characteristic of a genuine and 
Tery Son of the very and natural Father ^ And again, 
they did not describe the Holy Spirit as foreign to the 
Father and the Son; but rather glorified Him with the 
Father and the Son " in the one faith of the Holy Trinity; , 
because there is in the Holy Trinity at the same time one 
Godhead*. 

■ ** ilBMiiiB.*' Tbb Tag«e fonnuU Ancjra, wken ihnf acknowledice the 

•f tk« AcMfaui MCtkm of Ariaat wm Son to be the " iceniiine and natural 

JnlBBJed to be VMd aipUnit tbe Semi- ottprinfr of the Father,** arp not far 

AriaM, who called the Son Horooloa- IhNn areratinfc erm tlie ** llumMHi- 

aioa, **Dke In eaoice.** Acarlut and ahm." Tiie wliole quc»tkm, in (art, 

his frfeodt oljected to thb ** tecfanl- tumrd on the ■enie of the word 8on, 

cal'*pliraae^aadadrofatedtlie''iim. ai amilied to our l/ord. Wai lib 

pfer" pluraae, ** like." The result, Sonihip mil, and therefore ohiqiie, 

with Man/ ndndi, waa prartlrally to and tniljr Dirlne ? Then He wan ne- 

ptvpaie the wajr for the UltnuArian ccnariljr ** of one enence with the Pa- 

- AMMoioB,'* •• Unlike." Fur •« like" thcr." If lie was not thus one with 

waa nmlentood In the sense of mere the Father, lie was a Son by mere 

■wral aAni^ ; and thb was consbt- adoption and ffr^ft ; ff. iliiary de 

cue with the Ultfm-Arian positfam. See Trin. xii. i. ** Nostra taiitum luoc sob 

Ni waH*> Ariaaa, p. SIS 9,\ eomp. tfWf^o est, Filiuin conAteri non 

Atbui. de Srnod. M ; see Jerome adoptivum, srd natum." On tlie full 

adv. UirilBr. 18, *« For the rejection of forte of the term **Unljr.brfrotteu," 

* the wofd Usb, a plausible aricument see liddon. Damp. Iject. p. S33. 

^ was oSerrd ; it was. not found in ■ Thb may liave partly sugicested 

~ Scripture," Ice 80 lliUry says that tlie addition made in the reirbion of 

CcNisUntios (under Aracbn influence) tlie Creed. 8. Ihudl wrote to Euiplia- 

** wonM not hare any words used nlus abont 377. tliat he liad t«)fa err- 

which were not hi Scripture," e. tain brethren, ■* We cannot make the 

CmutL IS. Thb principle, whhrli had slifclitest addition to tlie Nbene Cittrd, 

bees samrted by eariier Arbniiers, except tlic driving of (chiry to the Holy 

waa enbodird in what b called the Spirit, because our fothera did but 

•• Second Sbmbn " Creed of 357, in casually mention Uiat point," Kp. i5H. 

the •• l>ated Creed " of Sirmium, the S. comp. Ep. 140. S. SeeSweteon 

Acadana' Creed read at Sdeuria, and Doctrine of Holy Spirit, p. 34. 

the Creed whfch waa at bst, under • 80 Atlianasios ad Scrap. L 17, 

pm s uff , aeeepted Inr the Council of ** The whole Trinity b one God." 80 

AriiirfiHni hi SS9. It b crilkiaed by says Gregory Narianien, Orat. 6. 13 : 

rhaehndiws rA.D. SM.] In Da FWL and in Orat. 15. 17 he anticipates the 

OMb. c a. Oalland. ▼. SSS. ** Quicunoue" by sayiufc, ** Unity to 

7 fc ia the Da 8yaodis, 41, he sayi be adored in Trinity, and Trinity In 

IteS SiMl^AriaM, iMh as BasO of Unityr 
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THE EPISTLE TO THE AFRICAN BISHOPS. 

■ 

INTRODUCTION. 

• 

Til B u%e of the word ** Africi" wu at this time in an intermediate ita|ce. 
One of tlic grcui dioceses of tlie I2in|iire liad acquired tlie name now ex- • 
ttMided to tlie continent : it included six provinces, tlio cliief l>eing Africa 
IVocoiiftiilaris, tlie orifj^iiial "Africa," tlie metro|iolis of which was Cartbaf^ 
It is to the hislio|M of this ** diocese** tluit the present letter Is addressed, in 
3<M or Wii), in the name of a Council of EgypUan preUtes, for the purpose 
of destroying any prestige tliat might attach to the name of the Western • 
C'Ouncil of Ariiniiiuin, which, after beginning well, had ended so disas- 
trouttly hy acf)uifscing in an Arianhsing creed. The authority of the • 
Ni(%ne Council hi held up as alUufficient and final i and the ** Afncans" 
arc cxhortiHl to abide simply by its Creed. Tlie two most notorious Western * 
Arians, Ursnclus and Valciis, whose **bhuiphemy,** says 8. Ilikry, (e. Const.; 
2<») *' the Africans liad condemned*' in the reign of Constantlus, had been 
recently excommunicated by a Council held at Rome by Damasus: but tbe^ 
letter expresses surpriiM*. tliat Auxentius, tlie astute Arian who bekl the, 
gfn*at see of MiUn, and hy a disingenuous profession of faith in Christ's 
Divhiity had coiitrive<l to secure the gooil opinion of Valentinlan I. (see 
IliUry c. Auxcntiuin) was not included in tlmt censure. 

SYNODICAL LETTER OF THE BISHOPS OP 
EGYl'T TO THE BISHOPS OF (WESTERN) 

AFRICA. 

1. We" may well be content with what has been written 
by our beloved fellow minister Damasus ^ bishop of Great 
Rome, and such a large number of bishops who assembled 
with him, and not less so with the decisions of the other 

* Tlic opening imssage is tninshited have no means of knowing ; but we 

by Waterlaiid, Works, i. 540. can say tluit he used his success well.** 

^ Damasus became bishop of Rome Diet. Chr. Biogr. The allusion to 

in the aiitunni of d(>(», amitl scenes of Synodicol writings Luued by him re- 

violont conflict between his )iartisans fers to the Roman eouncil of 367 or 

and those of his rival Ursiclnus, as to 368 : the next Council in which the 

which the Pogan historian Ainmlo- consubstantiality of the Holy Trinity 

nils gives some details, xxvii. 3. 13. was affirmed, and Auxentius (uee be- 

Charges directlv implicating Dama- low) was excommunicated, (Mansi« 

sus were made in a still extant docu- Cone. ill. 443. Sosomen, vi. 23. Theo- 

mcnt by two presbyt4*rs of the on- doret 11. 88,) b referred br TUlemonI 

successful party. ** Wliat he woukl and Maran to 371, by lleiele to 368. 
liave replied to these accusations, we 
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TtA Nieene Creed widely accepted. 

CooncQs which were held in Gaul* and Italy, concerning the 
•oimd faithy which was bestowed by Chrii^, proclaimed by 
the apostles, and handed down by the fathers who assem- 
bled at mciea from all parts of the Roman world. For 
all this solidtade was then shown on account of the Arinn 
heresy, in order that those who had fallen into it might 
be recoTcred, and those who had invented it might be ex- 
posed. In this faith, then, the whole world long ago 
agreed: and now also, many councils having been held, 
sdl those in Dalmatia and Dardania, Macedonia, Epirus, 
Greece, Crete, and the other islands, Sicily ^ and Cyprus, 
and Famphylia, Lycia, Isauria, and all Egypt and the 
Libyas, and very many in Arabia, have been reminded of, 
and have recognized this creed ; and admired those who 
signed it; because if there had been left among them any 
bitter plant springing up from the root of the Arians — ^we 
mean Auxentius % and Ursacius, and Valens % and those 
who think as they do, — such persons were by means of their 



* Conpara Ep. to Rpict. 1. The that profeMion, tageihtr with an 

cowidlof Pu1sin361,which decUr- avowal of adbeiioii to the Council 

cd !■ faroiir of the Nkene creed, of Ariminum. According^ to liilaiy, 

(HilaijfPlragiiient ll,)niajrhaTelieen Aoxentius had bcfnin his career at a 

fai Vk thoui^ti toffethcr with the presbyter nnder Gregory, the ArUn 

Synod bdd 1^ libenusTor the recep- usurper of the see of Alexandria in 

tioa of three envoys of a norolier of 840. 8. Ambrosil who succeeded him 

Scni-Arian bishops who in 306 re- as bisliop, described him as a pcne- 

■olred to adopt the Nicene faith, and cutor of Catholics. (Sermo de Basili- 

ao to obtain the help of the Western cte tradendis.) 

Cbmrdi and of Vaientinbin, a|piinst ' Trsadus bislmp of Singidunum, 

the tyranny of the Arianiiing Valens. and Valens biiiliop of Mursa, were 

80c. IT. IS. Arian prelates docrilied in 33!) as 

' After their visit to Rome, these " young both in years and in mind,*' 

envoys professed the Nieene faith be- Athan. Apol. c. Arian. 13. who toolc 

fore a Covncil in Sicily and were re- an active part in the ArUn attempt 

crfved into Communion, Soc. iv. 19. to ruin Athanasius by false charges, 

• See Atlian. Encyd. ad ^g. 7. lb. Tliey recanted Arianism at a 

•'bias they can Aoxentius,*' and Hist. Council of Milan in 345, and again 

Affiao. 7S. that be was transferred In 347 In the presence of Julius of 

froni Cappadoda to the see of Mihin Rome, and wrote In a friendly strain 

after the expulsion of Dionysius (in to Athanasius, Ath. Apol. c. Arian. 

aSS) and he was a man «*of busi- 1. 58. Hist. Arian. 26: but in 351 

DCM rather than rfligion." HiUry of they recanted their recantation, pro- 

Foiticn wrote a book ** Contra Aux- tending that it had been made under 

mtioaB,'' advising the faithful of fcjir of the Western Emperor Con- 

MQan to eschew his communion, and stans, (who had been slain in 850,) 

dcnoondng the insincerity of his pro- lb. 89, a pretence refuted in detail by 

DeHioBs of belief in Christ's *'true Athanasiu8,Apol.c. Arian. 50. flf. Va- 

Dhrioity," which liad decdred the .lens, tlie abler of the two, was ** the 

OTtbodox Valentfaiian* At tlie end champion of Arianbm" in the l^atin 

«f tbis tract is Anxentios's letter to Church, and gained the favour of Con- 

Valnrtinbui and Valena, containing stautius by a ** fortunate artifice*' at 
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Authority of Nicene Council. 
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writings cut off and cast away. Enough, then, and suiR- 
cient in themselves, as we said before, were the conclusions 
arrived at in Niciea, for the overthrow of every impious 
heresy, and for the security and advancement of the doc- 
trine of the Church. But since we have heard that some 
persons are minded to fight against that doctrine, and at- 
tempt to bring forward the name of a certain council as 
held at Ariminum, and contend that it, rather than the 
Nicene Council, should be held authoritative : we deem it 
necessary to write and admonish you not to tolerate such 
* men as these, for this is nothing else than a new oflfshoot 
of the Arian heresy. For what is the real aim of persons 
who set aside tlie Council which was held against that 
heresy, i. e. the Nicene Council, if it is not that Arianism 
shall prevail ? What then do they deserve but to be call- 
ed Arians, and to share the same punishment which was 
inflicted on the Arians? they who have neither stood in 
awe of the Divine saying. Remove not the ancient boun^ pr«r. Sf. 
dariet which thy fathers $et up, and, He who cur$eth father ^*^ 
or mother^ let him die the death, nor have paid any regard 17. 
to the fathers who decreed that those who held opinions 
contrary to their confession should be anathema. 

2. For on this account did the Council of Niciea take 
place as (ecumenical, three hundred and eighteen bishops' 
having assembled together to treat of the faith, because of 
the Arian impiety, that there might never again be held 
any particular Councils on the pretext of treating of the 
faith, but that even if they were held, they might be of no 
authority. For what is wanting to the Nicene Council, 
that anyone should seek for something newer ? It is full of 
true religion S beloved. This is the Council that has filled 
the whole world: it is this which has been recognized even 
by Indians', and by all Christians who dwell among the 
other barbaric nations. Vain then is the labour of men 

the time of the battle of Muna, New. more or leu." The number 318, here 
man*s Arinns, p. 2HG. nee 8ii]p. Se- given, has been accepted bjr Uter wrl- 
vvrus, Hist. Sac. ii. 38. Hilar/ says tern ; and Ltberius had alreadjr con- 
that he forcibly prevented Dion)!)!!!)! oected it with Gen. 14. 14: Soc iv. li. 
of Milan from si|cning the Nicene ^ 'Ei^c/iffiat, cf. Tome, 8. 
Creed at MiUn, ad Const, i. 8. For * Apuarently, the Ethiopians or 
his trickery at Ariminum, see Jerome Abyssinians under Fmmentins or 
adv. iHicif. 18, Sulpidus ii. 44. SaUma, whom Athanasius had con- 
> in Hist. Ari. OG. be sayi, **300 secrated as tlieir bishop. 
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26 Various Arian Couneih 

wiio have often made attempts against it. For up to this ' 
time such persons have held ten councils and somewhat 
more, changing their ground at each, taking away some 
things from their earlier councils, making alterations in, 
and additions to, the later K And to this day they have 
got no good by all their writing, suppressing, using force, 
t.fnot knowing thai every plant which the Father in heaven 
^Jj^l^lAa/A not planted shall be rooted up: while the Word of 
\the Lordj spoken through the (Ecumenical Council in Ni- 
letBSL, aUdeth for ever. For if one sets numbers against 
^ numbers, the members of the Nicene Council are as much 
more numerous than those of the particular councils, as 
the whole is greater than the part. And if any one wishes 
to distinguish the cause for holding the Nicene Council 
from the causes of those many subsequent councils assem- 
bled by those men, he will find that it was the Nicene 
which had the reasonable cause, and the others which were 

* Conpre tbe remarki In Athan. Dated creed or "creed of the Con. 

4t Synmlis 14, 32. m to the manifold tulatcs:'*) the Aracians' at 8t*knicia, 

fBnmriarWs of the Arian aynods. In andthatof**Constantino|>lc:'* ninein 

that work he reckons eleren Mich ilo- all, ii. 41. It is to be observed that 

mnsrats, 1. e. the fonr so-called of the the Creed of the CoiisuUtcs (fciven 

DrviiratifNi Council of Antioch, the in I)c Svnodis, 10) and the Cree<l of 

** MacmtiHi,'* the "^firat SinnUn," Nic^.Ariniiiiiuu.ConMtAntinople (ib. 

the** second Shrmbin '* (calle«l by S. 30) were both of the Honia*an or 

iiilar7**bkttplieniouii,'*)the**fottrth*' Acacian ty|>e: whereas the Antio- 

Siraiian or Creed (kted by the ("on- chene fonnuU of 301 was Aiionicran, 

snUtcs (Whitson Rve, 359,) the Aca- and the ** bhisphenious** erred calUnl 

rian lonuuhiry |wesented at Seletichi, the second 8irniian came very near 

8efiC.359; that of Ariminum (which to the Anonioion (ib. 28.) It was 

bad been drawn op at Niri in Oct. the Acacian ty]>e which triumphed at 

359, see 8oc IL 37;) that of Antioch Ariminuni. Attianasius's "ten Arian 

(361.) And S. Hilary, ad C«mst. ii. Councils** may be thus reckoned: 1. 

5. (rhetorically identif)ing^ himself tliat of Tyre and Jerusalem : 2. the 

with the authon of these fonnulas) Dedication CouncU : 3. tliat of the 

** We settle creeds by the year or the Macrostich : 4, 5. C, 7. four at 8ir. 

mMith," lic! (quoted In Newman's mium, i.e. that of 351 against Photi- 

Ariana, p. 459.) Hihiry tells us also nus, he, that of the ** blasphemin,** 

•r the ine ** Srst Sirmhin ** confes. tliat of the 8emi-ArUn <* conipiU- 

■km, Arian in character, but very tion '* in 358, and that of the Dated 

brid^ framed at Simiium 347 — 8, Creed; 8. Ariminum; O.Constantino. 

PrainM. S. 24 1 and liucifer (Morien- pie in 860; 10. Antioch in 3G1. To 

dans, 18) and Snlplcius (ii. 39) of an these mif^ht be added the council of 

Arian forrouhi put forth in Constan- Constantinople in 335, the council of 

tiBB*SBameatMihinin355. Socrates Philippopolis, held by the Arianizinic 

reeiiMMtwo Antiochenecreeds,athird seceders from Sardica, the council of 

■cat to Coostans (the so^^mlbni fourth Beders in 356, the Anomcean council 

•f Antioch ; the third, by Theophro. of AntUich early in 358, the Semi. 

ai— , lie Ignomi) a fourth carried br Arian councils of Ancyra and Selen. 

Ewloxivs into Italy (the Macnistich:) cia, and the council or conference of 

tlHve SirMiaa (one of which was the Nlc^. 
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brought togetlier by violence, on account of hatred and 
contentiousness. For the Nicene was assembled on ac- 
count of the Arian heresy, and on account of the Pdschal 
festival*, since those in Syria, Cilicia, and Mesopotamia 
were at variance with us, and kept it themselves at the 
time at which the Jews kept it. But, thanks to the Lord, 
as about the faith, so about the holy festival "*, an agree- 
ment took place. And this was the cause of the Nicene 
Council: but the subsequent ones were indeed innumer- 
able, and were held in opposition to the (Ecumenical 
Council. 

3. These points, then, being thus made clear *, who ^nll 
adopt the position of those who refer to* the Ariminian 
Council, or any other than the Nicene ? Who will not de- 
test those who set aside the decisions of the fathers, and 
prefer the more recent decisions made at Ariminum by 
means of contentiousness and violence ' ? And who will 
choose to concur with these men, who do not even accept 
their own conclusions? For they, by writing different 
things at difTerent times in their own councils, some ten or 
more, as we said above, are plainly seen to have become 
accusers of each of those councils, and are in much the 
same condition as those Jewish traitors of old : for as the 
latter left the fountain of living waten^ and hewed ontfor jrr.s. 
themselves broken cisterns which could hold no water, as it '^ 
is written by the prophet Jeremiah, so these men, in their 
warfare against the one and (Ecumenical Council, hewed out 
for themselves many councils, and all their councils have 
been shown to be empty, like a handful of com without h^^ 3^ 
strength. Let us then, refuse to tolerate those who refer l\ 

> On the Pasclml qiiostiun, as rppunl to the rrrkoninr of tlie cqul. 

bnmirht b«*forp the Nicene Council, nox, tlic ('Otincil prectloilly followed 

Kf*« llefclc, ITut. CoiincUs, s. 37. of. the AlexandriAn nile rather than the 

Atlian. tie Syno«li». 5. Itonian, f«>r it tlunected the bbliop of 

» 8cc Constnntine*s letter on this Alexandria to announce the rifcliC da/ 

rint, Kiiscb. Vit. Con. Hi. 17. Soc. for Easter, annually, to the RomaQ 

9. Tlie settlement arrived at was. Church, which was to pass on tlie in* 

that not only shouUl Easter, the formation to other churdici. 
Christian ** rnsclia," be always cole- " ThU passaice b quoted by Theo- 

bmtcd on a Sunday, but that If the doret, IlUt. U. 9t3. 
ilay of the Jewish Passover fell on a * Uterally, ** name," ** mention.** 
Sunday, Easter Day should be the ' See the account In Newman** 

SuiuUiy after ; and that it sliouM be Arians, p. 850, and see Mow c 4. 
ko|»t after the venuU equhiox. In 
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88 ^ Council of Ariminum began well, 

to the Ariminian council % or any other than the Nicene. 
For those who do refer to the Ariminian, aeem not to be 
aware of what was done at it : otherwise they would have 
been silent. For you know, beloved, having yourselves 
been informed by those who went from your country 
to Ariminum % how Ursacius and Valens, Eudoxius' and 
Aaxentios* — and Demophilus* was there with them — were 
deposed', for having tiesired to adopt some other formu- 

« AkoBt A year before, dxty-ilx Tnjni who rarrifd the " Mnrrratich *' 

ScfliUAriu bbhops luul ^\tMk to rrred into Italy, Sue. it. 18. **lle 

INife libcriiB tbor arrepCanoe of tlie aflenrardii joined the Anomcranii," 

KfeoM Craedy and their njertion of (Newman'a Arians p. tM,) and UMile 

Ckat which waa ** read " at Ariminnm. their hndcr Aetitis hb companion; 

iibcrfatt antwered Uiat ** almoat all pniciired tlie see of -Antioch hy an in- 

Uww who had been deceived or niskMi trigue in 358: was transfrmHl to 

at Ariminnm had come to a ri|rht Conatantlnople in January of 3(H), 

and anathematiied the creed of and aifrnalixed hb accession by utter- 

who were there assembled, and \ng a ** wanton impiety,'* (Newman) 

I the Catholic and Apostolic Intended to condense t lie Ariau th««iry 

OrttA which was dirlnely put forth at Into a terse fonn. He was the main 

l^loBn,** see Soc iy. li. Jerome telb instif^ator of the Arian persecution 

■s bow earnestly many of the bisliopa under Vnlens ; lib real sympathies 

who bad been beicuilM or terrorised were with the extreme Arians, but 

at Arinrinnm afterwards protested lie liad not courafi^e to support Actiiu 

**by the Body of the liord** tliat they against the dbpleasure of i'onstantius, 

bad ncTcr wilfnlly abandoned the true nor Eunomius against the indignation 

frilb,adv. linciler. 10. See Tliiemont, of his ortluidox diocese of Cyxicus. 

Tt. 4««. A Roman cooncU of A. I), lie died in 370. 

371 writca to the illvrians, (Tlieod. ii. * So lie says in de Synod. 0; but the 

<i.) that the Ariiiunhm Idshops de- original domment in Hilary's Frag. 

dared that they had not understood ment 7 omits Auxeiitius and l)cni«». 

that the creed presented to tliem was pliilus. Auxeiitius afterwards cbiiiii- 

itraiy to tlie Nicene. ** Neqiie ed the Cmincil as in his favour, llil. 

B^** lays the original Latin, Maiisi, c. Aiix. \5, 

459, ** pn^ndiduro aliquod nasci '* llbh<»p of Denra in Tliracc : an 

^nit ex nnniero eorum qui apiid Arian of the Acacian |>arty. In 370 

jyimfaium conrenenint,** for neither he b(*caiuc the Arian bialittp of Con- 

the Bishop of Rome, " aijus ante stantinoiile, Soc. iv. 24, where he was 

omni'a fnit expetenda senteiitia," nor said to have an outward appearance of 

Vineeat (of Capoa), nor others such as orthodoxy and piety, Bnsiil, Kp. 48. In 

tbey, gare assent to the decisions. 380 he was expelled by Thcodtisius, 



Jkc. The bisbops at Ariminum num. Soc. ' v. 6. IMiilostorgitis, the ultra 
bend ** rather moretlian 400,** Sul- Arian historian, says that he was a 



0.41. Ilifauy says that thb cimfused, impetuous spcalcer, and that 

** has been religiously annul- lie supposed the ** Divinity of Chrbt *' 

led by aO,** c Aox. 8. (in the unreal Arian sense) to liavo 

' As Rcstltntoa of Carthage, and swalhiwed up klis humanity— a sort 

MaMNiias from the Byzacene province, of anttdimtion of Eutychlanisin, but 

The latter was venerable for hb age, consbteiit with the Arian ideas, see c 

adv. iiucifer, 18. Apollin. i. 15. In one of the letters 



■ Acearding to Pliiloatorgius, iv. 4, ascribed to Uberius, Demophilus b 
Endnndos was the sou of a martyr, named as liaving penuatled him to 



Ho was an Arian before 331 : for a Arianize. llil. Fragiii. 6. 6. 

Iw acted with the ** KusebUns," " See llefele, llbt. Councils, 82. 



haviag been elected bbhop of Tlieexnuumunicationwasproiiouiiced 
limaaakia, waa one of the three en. July 213, 50, acconling to IliUry, 
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bui ended by forfeiting authmrity* 



lary than the Niccnc; when nlso, being called upon to 
anathematize the Arian heresy, they declined to do so, and 
chose rather to be its patrons. But the bishops, those 
genuine servants of the Lord, and true believers, in num- 
ber nearly two hundred, wrote down this, that they were 
content with the Nicene Council alone, and did not seek 
for, or think of, anything more or less than that. This, 
too, they signified to Constantius, who also had ordered 
the Council to be held ^« But those who had been deposed 
at Ariminum went off to Constantius, and caused the 
others who had expressed their mind against them to be 
insulted, and to be threatened that they should not return 
to their dioceses, and to suffer violence in Thrace in the 
same winter, so that they might submit to the new deci- 
sions made by them '• 

4. If then any persons mention Ariminum, let them 
first bring forward the deposition of the above named, and 

Frnprniont 7, where the hishop wlio Oil their return, they were exeom- 

iiiovcM it, so to Ml J, ic^vni as the rea- iiiuiiirattHl by the CouihHI ; but at Ust 

son, that the persons In question, the (*oundl itself was led by simibir 

rrsaciiis, Valens, ticmiiniiui, Caius, treatment to follow their example. 

(AuxcntiiM and Deniophihis being Snipieiiis says tlmtthfai creed (of Nic^) 

omitted) ** have, by einitiinuilly ehanfc- was written by unprineipled men, ** ab 

inf( their cnHMb, dtstnrlMHi all the iuii»robis homiuibiis," wlio wrapped 

churrhes, and are now Xry'm^ to In. up its meaninf? In deceptive words, ii. 

fiiM* their heretical opinions into 43. It put aside *'tlie word ousia** 

Chri.Ht!an minds ; ftir they want to sub- as ambifnMHis and non.Scriptural, and 

vert the Nitvne fornmlar}', and they while acknowle<lgin|ir the Son to b0 

have also hrou|?ht hiTe a cre(*d writ- like to the Father, it implicitly sug- 
ten by theniM'lves which it was not 
lawful for us to accept." It seems 
tlint after this proiNtsal in favour of 
the Dated Creinl had beiMi rejected, 

they made anutluT attempt with some Valens and Ursacius, he adds (e. 44), 

altcrir<l version of it, Prapn. 8. recommended the few who sto«Ml out 

t Sca; a friH* version of their letter to accept it as ** Catholic ;*' to nject 

in A than, de Synotlis, 10. Tlic original it, they said, would he to lucn*ase dis- 

\aX\u is in Hilar)*, Frnfrment 8. cord : but it might, if they wishetl, be 

■ ilefele, I. c. Tlie orthodox but madeclearerbyadditlons. Tliebisho|Mi 

inex|H*rienced deputi4*s fn>m Arimi- caught at this idea, and proposed cer- 

nuni wen* conip«'IIe«l by Constantius tain anathemas which were more or 

to miH!t Valens, Ursacius, and other less antl-Arian. Vak*ns propped an« 

Arians at Nic^ in Tlirace, where on other which emlNMlietl an old Arian 

(>ctolM*r 10, «1^0, as wc si<« by the statement, **Tlie Sou of God is not a 

riH!ord given by Hilary, Fragment creature like the n^it of the crea- 

8, they were harassed and deluded tures:*' anil the lMsho)is, not seeing 

into acr«*pting an Acacian formula, what this implietl, aci|uit«ced in it. 

which «*aU(Ml the S<m simply " like to By such artifices the creeil of Ni^ be- 

tlie Father," omitting** in all things,*' came the creed of Ariminunu CoB»- 

antl )irii»cribing b«>tli ** ousU" and pare Jerome adT. Ludf. 18* 
•* h)'postasis." See Ath. de S>'n. 30. 



gested the Idea of His ** ineqiulityJ 
Tlie great iHMly of the bishops at Ari- 
minum, )iartly from weariness, partly 
from weakness, at hut accepttnl it. 
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aO ^ Hypoitoiia " a Scriptural ierwu 

wbat the bishops wrote, saying that no one ought to seek 
for anything more than the decisions made by the fathers 
at mcsBO, nor mention any other Council but that one. 
Bat these things they conceal, while they put forward what 
was done by Tiolence in Thrace, whereby they show that 
they undertake to represent* the Arian heresy, and are alien 
firom the sound faith. And if any one chooses to examine, 
side by side, that great Council itself and those which they 
have originated, he will find how orthodox was the one^ 
how senseless the others. Those who met at Nicasa were 
not deposed before they met, but confessed the Son to be 
^ firom the essence of the Father;'' but these men having 
been deposed once and twice \ and a third time at Arimi- 
nam itself, dared to write that one ''ought not to say that 
God had an essence or a hypostasis/' From this one may 
obserre, brethren, how those at Nicasa arc full of the very 
nr^ *" spirit of the Scriptures, for God says, in Exodus, / am He 
iZ'S' ^^^ ***' ^^^ ^y Jeremiah, JVTio is on HU foundation and 
(Lxx.) kas 9eem His word? and a little after. If they had itood on 
My foundation^ and heard My words,** Now ' hypostasis ' 
is essence, and has no other meaning than the very thing 
Irt A. ^^*^^ exists, which Jeremiah calls "existence,*' saying. 
Ml' And they heard not- the voice of ** existence •." For ' hypos- 
jlj^j^ tasis' and essence are existence. For it is, and exists. 
Hilu 1. With this in his mind, Paul wrote to the Hebrews ^, IVho 
^ ieiuff an effulgence of His glory y and the exact impress of 

His ^hypostasis'* But those persons who think that they 
understand the Scriptures, and give themselves the title of 
wise, not choosing to use the word ' hypostasis ' about God, 
(for this is what they wrote at Ariminum, and in other coun- 
cils of theirs^,) how can it be said that they were not justly 
fW 14. 1* deposed, when they themselves say, like the fool in his 

• 'OfTff iMfffrraf, pUyinfC Um "Tiri(^{fwt,'i.c. of any living tlilnfr. 

fut oC ' Olworre the uiili«*iiitAtin|C aMTip. 

k Hm/ 1ui4 been depoiievl by tlie tion nf thin Epi»tlc to 8. Panl. 8i> in 

Owneil of Sardira, Atb. Ap«>l. r. Art. Ad K|iict. 5. c. A|N>11in. i. 4. Rp. /Kg. 

49 ; and were mndemneil lijr the '* Af* 13. &r., nee WesCcott on the Canon of 

linms** (m« Intnid.) N. T. p. 804. 

< Coanpare OraC c. Arian. iii. 63. c In Ornt. c. Ari. iii. 03 be takes 

''Pbrif we do but bear aiNHit OtNi, iwocr^^ms in lleb. 1. 3 to mi*an 

we kmvw and undentand that lie b <* maenee." 

He wIm b.** ^ At tlie SirmUn ronnrilii of .157 

' '•lljrpoitMb;** aeeTome.S and (the ** bUnphemia '*) and 350, (tlie 

Dated Creed.) 



Arian cavils at ^' Homooution.** 
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heart, There is no God*F Again, the fathers taught at. 
Nicosa that the Son, the Word, was not a creature, not a 
thing made ; for they had read. Ait things came into being g. joha' 
through Him, and in Him all things were created and do J;^ 
subsist. But those men, being rather Arians than Chris- i^ 
tians, have dared in those other councils of their own to 
say that He is a creature, and one of those things made, 
of which the Word Himself is Framer and Maker. For if 
all things came into being through Him, and Ho Himself 
also is a creature. He would then be His own Creator. 
And how can that which is created, create ? or how is the 
Creating One created ? 

5. But neither in that position do they feel shame while 
they say such things as render them detested by all ; while 
they refer to "Ariminum** simply, yet are proved to have 
been actually deposed therein. And as to that sentence 
which was written at Nicosa, that the Son is '^ coessential 
with the Father,'' on account of which they profess to con- 
tend against the Council, and make a noise on all sides like 
the buzzing of gnats ; concerning that phrase, either they 
stumble upon it in ignorance, like those who stumble on Rom, 9. 
that stone of stumbling placed in Sion: or else they do un- ^^ 
derstand it, but go on fighting and ceaselessly murmuring 
just because it is a true and correct decision against their 
Iiercsy. For it is not the phrases which annoy them, but 
the condemnation of themselves which was involved in the 
Nicene decision ; and if they would fain conceal the fact, 
although they know it, yet it is our duty to mention it, 
that thereby also we may exhibit the truthful accuracy of 
the great Council. For when the assembled bishops ^ were 
resolved to put down the impious phrases invented by the 
Arians, that the Son was from things which did not exist, 
and that the Son was a creature and a thing made, and that 
there was a period when He was not, and that He was of 
a changeable nature *, and to write down the acknowledged 
sayings of Scripture, that the Word is from God, by na- 

' Here it must be owiknI, he un«lu- most of this paisaf^e in Newiiuin*t 

]y !itrniii!« (he nricitmoiit. Those whom Arians, p. 238. 

lie attaoks merely objected to the use * Com|iare listf of Arian propoai- 

of a tiH'hiruTal term or two. tiona in Orat. c. Arian. 1. S. do 8ynodb 

^ Quoted by Tlieodorct, i. 8. See 14. Ep. ad /Egypt, li. 
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8S IFkp the Nieene phrasei were adepied. 

tare Only-bq^otten, the only Power and l^^sdomof the 
I M,Mkm Ffetber, ime God, as John taith % and, as P^ul wrote, tf" 
Jm^femee qfthe Faiher^s glory and imprese ^Hi$ hypostasis : 
the Ensebiansy drawn away by their ^nm t^\n /ipjy^jpna^ 
began to say to each other % ^ Let us agree to this, for we 
1 GK.iL also are from Ood*: for there is one God, from whom are 
S€^*l. ^ Mtfl|^#,and, The old things are passed away, behold, all 
Ut uL ikimgs are become new, and all things are from God.*' They 
also took account of that passage in the ''Shepherd'," 
^ First of all things believe that the Ood who created and 
organised all things, and brought them out of non-exist- 
ence into existence, is one." But the bishops having ob- 
served thrir craftiness and the artifice of imp'iety, gave a 
dearer explanation of the phrase ** from Ood,'' and wrote 
that the Son was ''from the essence of Ood 4;'' that the 
creatures might be said to be "from God,'' because they are 
not from themselves without a cause, but have a beginning'^ 
of their coming into existence, but the Son alone might be 
rq;arded as proper to the Father's essence, for this properly 
bdongs to an only-begotten and veritable son in regard to a 
&ther. And this was the occasion of the adoption of the 
phrase^ "from the essence." Again, when the bishops 
asked those who seemed to be a small number whether 
they would say that the Son was not a creature, but the 
only Power and Wisdom of the Father, and in all points 
the eternal and unvarying image ' of the Father, and true 

■ He M interpret! the text in Orat. pbrue represented the Son ai the true 
c ArL IVL SO. Ep. JEgyf^* 13. or (cenuine Son of the PaUier. 

■ Compare the pandlel deKription ' 'A^x^^^f used of a beginning of 
«f the private eoUoqaies of the Arian- existence, as of what did not exist 
ieen at Nioaa in Atlian. de Deer. Nic from eternity: as Orat. c. Arian ii. 
90^ - ThcT were caught whispering 63 ; ir. 26 : not as when the Father is 
to each oCber» and winidng with their calied iLpxh or prindpium of the exbt- 
ejm" ac ence of the Son, e. g. Orat. c. Arian. 

* This quibble was suggested by ir. 1. comp. Newman, Tracts Theol. 

Oeorge, then an Alexandrian priest, and Eccl. p. 123. 
afterwards bishop of Leodicea. Athan. * Eiir Jra • . . kvapdKKoKTo^ Korit vify. 

de Sjmod. 17. ro. The phrase, ** unvarying image 

9 Ucrmas, Putor, Mand. 1. Tiie of Ood," i. e. fully adequate represent- 

passage b cited by Atluinasius again, ation of the Father, was thus proposed 

delBcam.Verbl«S; deDecr.Nlc. 18, by the bishops at Nlcaea, and, like 

referring, as here, to the Arian mbuse other phrases, accept<^ by the few 

vl it. See other citations in Irenseus Arians in an erasive sense. It was 

W. SOl 2 1 Origeo de Prindp. i. S. 8 1 afterward adopted by the Seml-Arians, 

g—ibius, ?. 8. and taicen into the creed of tlie Dedi- 

« Sea AtlMB.de^od.S6, that thb cation Cooadl of Antiocb, Athan. de 
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Sense of lexli embodied in '^ flomoousianJ* 33 

God, they caught the EuBebians making signals to each 
other, to this effect, '^ These expressions belong to us 
also, for we are called God's image and glory; and of us it I Cor. 
is said, For we^ the living, alway^; and there are n^^^^y 2 coir. 4. 
' powers,* and all the power of the Lord went forth from then, 
land of Egypt, and the caterpillar and the locust ■ are called Jj***** ^** 
a great power, and. The Lord of powers is with us, the GodJotX s. 
of Jacob is our helper. And we indeed are in the position p^ 4^7^ 
of belonging properly to God, not in a commonplace way, 
but because He has called us brethren. And If also, they 
even call the Son true ^ God,' that does not trouble us : for 
since He has been made so. He is true (God '.) '' 

6. Such were the unsound thoughts of the Arians. But 
here also the bishops, perceiving their craftiness, collected' 
from the Scriptures the phrase, ^^ effulgence," and theHdi.1.3. 
" fountain," and " stream," and " impress " in relation to 
" hypostasis," and the texts. In thy light shall we see light, I^ 36. 9. 
and, / and the Father are one. And then they inserted in S. John 
their formulary a clearer and compendious phrase, that the 
Son was ^^ coessential with the Father :" for all the expres- 
sions above quoted have this meaning. And the Arians 
cavil, that the phrases chosen are '^ not in Scripture," is 
proved by their own language to be idle : for it is after 
they have supported their impiety by means of non-Scrip- 
tural phrases % (for the phrases, " Out of nothing," and, 
"Once there was (a period) when He was not*," are non- 

Synmlis 23, 37 : nee note on the pas- ' I. e. " if He, beinp^ in fact a crca- 

sai^t*, Atlmn. Trcntixen i. 106, tliat tlie ture, lias received from tlie Patlier tlie 

(latliolirx inni»ti*(l on its tnie sense as title of true God, we recofirnixe Him 

really amoiintinfc to tlic idea of tlie by that title." The affinity of Ariaiu 

Homoouidon ; for none hut a coessen- ism to Polj-tlicism comes out here, 

tial Son couhl be a perfect lm«ire of the Arians had no diflicidty about the ac« 

Father. Athanasiiis asks the Acacians knowlcdgment of a tituUr Divinity: 

wlio rejected the Homouiusion as well and tills explains their readiness to 

as the Homoousion, how thev oudd call the Son ** God." 
profesK at the Seieucian Council in 350 7 On this concentration of tlio sense 

to have no objection to tlie Antlochene of several texts into the one word 

Creed, which contained the phrase, HomcMmsion, see Ath. da Syn. 45. 

" unvarying f mage," &c. de Synodb DetT. Nic. SO: and his successor Peter 

38. in Thcod. iv. ^2. 

* A curious instance of catching at 'A favourite retort of his, de Synod, 
a word or two of a sentence, in total 36, Orat. c. An. i. 30. 

dinn^gard of context. * For jfr trt 9vk ^if i 'Yi^t, see S«ic. 

* This audacious comparison -was L 5. 1)ion}*sius of Rome had used, " If 
afterwards put forward in a treatise tlia Son came into existence, ^ Ire 
by Asterius the Arian ** sopliist," •&« ^r," as a roductio ad absurdum : 
Atliaii. de Synodis 18. ap. Ath. Deer. Nic 26. According to 

D 
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S4 ** Hamoausion " not a navel term. 

Sc ripto ral,) that they complain of having been condemned 
on the groand of non-Scriptural expressions devised in the 
interest of tme religion. These men, then, as if sprun f y 
from a dunghill, hav e indeed tpoken from the earth : but 
the bishops wrote "as they did, not as if they had found 
oat their phrases for themselvesi but as preserving the 
testimony derived from fathers: for bishops of old time, 
about a hundred and thirty years ago, those I mean of 
great Rome and of our cityS rebuked in writing those 
who called the Son a creature and not coessential with the 
Fkther. And this fact was known to Eusebius, sometime 
bishop of Ciesarea, who at first went along with the Arian 
heresy % but afterwards signed (the Creed) in the Nicene 
Council itself, and affirmed in a letter to his own people, 
^ We know that among the ancients certain learned and 
eminent bishops and writers have used the word ' coessen- 
tial ' in reference to the Godhead of the Father and the 
8cm*.'' 

7. Why then do they still mention Ariminum, where 
they were deposed ? Why do they decline the authority 
of the Nicene Council, in which even their fathers, by 
signing, acknowledged that the Son was from the essence 
of, and coessential with, the Father ? Why do they run 
about ? for now it is not only against the bishops who as- 
sembled at Niciea that they are fighting, but also against 



, this proposition was tlie first is in error licre (as also in do SyniNl. 

annonnred by Arians. 8ee Newman's 44.) as to tlie (late : it was little more 

.Araiis,p.91l. tlian 100 years before the time at 

^ DiooTiius, bbhop of Alexandria, wliidi lie was writinfc* 

waoeompiaiDedoftoDiunysiuSfbisliop ' Tlie question of the Arianism or 

€t Rome, about 260, on account of orthodoxy of Eusebius would lianlly 

laninnge which seemed to represent have assumed prominence but for his 

tbe Son as a creature. He expUlned " indisputable alliance with the Arian 

Mnadf by ouotinfc some phrases of party " (Bp. Lip:iitf<iM)t, in Diet. Chr. 

liii which distinctly reccfrniied the BlofcO; h<^nce Newman says that*' hb 

8on*s coctemity, and others which acts arc his confession," Aiians, p. 8(i9. 

^ did not difler in meaninfr from tlie He was swayed by admiration for Ori- 

^rsse ' coessential,' althoufch he had ffcn and fear of Sabellianism. He once 

BoC used it, not haTinfC found it In in a letter denied Christ to be true 

Scripiore.** see Athan. de Sent. Diony- God, Ath. de 8yn. 1 7. See an account 

■U, 15,18.serdeDocr.Nic25. Atha. of his life by the pres4>nt translator, 

■aaSos defends ])ionysios*s orthodoxy in tlie edition of liis History published 

hfurgfiing tint he was speakinfc only at the Clarendon IVess in 1873. 

of ov Lord's Manhood. Dionysius * See the letter of Eusebius to his 

of Rome, in an extant fraipnent, own diocese, c. 7. at the end of Athan. 

•tTMgly asaerU tlie Dirinity of tlie de Deer. Nic: and in Theodoret i. 12. 

with the IVinlty in Unity. Atlian. Cp. Deer. Nic. 3. 
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'' Homoion '' used /or mere moral likeneee. 85 

their own great bishopsi and against their own friends. Of 
whom then are they the heirs and successors ? How can 
they apply the word 'fathers*' to those whose confes- 
sion, so excellently and apostolically framed, they do not 
accept? Else, if they think that they are able to con- 
tradict it, let them say, or rather answer, that they may 
be proved to come into collision with themselves: Do 
they believe the Son when He says, / and the Father s. Jola« 
are One^ and. He that hath seen Me hath seen the Father ^ {^ fJJ^ 9, 
**Ye8,'* they will say, "since it is written, we believe it." 
But if they are further asked to say how They are one % 
and how he that hath seen the Son hath seen the Father, 
they will certainly, I presume, say, ''In respect of like- 
ness,'' unless they have completely come into agreement 
with those whose opinions are akin to their own, and who. 
are called Anomoeans '• But if they are again asked. How 
is He like? they will be bold to say, that by "perfect vir- 
tue and agreement He wills the same as the Father, and 
wills not what the Father wills not V But let them learn 
that he whose likeness to God has been produced by vir- 
tue and the act of willing has also freedom of changing 
his will ; but not so is the Word, unless indeed His like- 
ness to the Father is so far from being essential, that it is 
but partial and analogous to the human. Now, this is 
what belongs to us, who are brought into being, and whose 
nature is created. For we too, although we are not able 
to become like to God in essence, yet imitate Him as we 

* Coinp. Atlian. dc Synodis 13. "essence** (SemUAriiin), nor crcn 

' See Athan. Onit. c. Arian. iii. 3, slniplv ** like to Him ** (AmrUin), Imt 

that tluM text and S. John 14. 10 shew '* unhke to Him.*' Tliey thus nrricd 

'* that tlic Godlimd is tlie same and out, boldly and lofcically, the ori|(inal 

the emcnrc one.'* So Orat. iii. 10, Arian proposition, tliat He was a 

that no saint ever darc<l to say, ** I and " creature ** and a ** work.'* 
the Father are one.*' Cp. S. Ambrose ^ See Atltan. de Synod. 48, that a 

de Fide, i. 1. 9; S. Ang*. in loc. ; Lid. mere moral union with Oo<l could 

don, ISanip. Iiect. p. 183 ; Preasense, be predicated of holy men and Angfebu 

Jesus.Christ, p.521. Comp. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 10. Althoufrh 

K On tiic Anomocans see Newman's the Ang^els hare attained to moral in- 

Arians, p. 3*i5. Their founder was Ae- defectihility, tills b bv grace, not from 

tins '*surnamed tlie Godless ** (Athan. their nature. On the attempt to re. 

de Synod. 6,38): tlieir principal theo- duce the "onenesa" to '*an unity of 

lopfian was Eunoinius. (cf. Soc. iv. 7.) clwracter and wUl .... not in nature,** 

Their fonuuhi or watHiword vras In- see Newman's Ariaosy p. i33. Cf. 

tended to assert tliat the Son was nei- Deer. Nlc. 6 : De Synod. 4S i Hlkfy 

tlier "of one essence with the Father** c. Const. 14. 
(Catholic), nor 'Mike to Him in 
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86 ^HamaUm " in ^eci makei the San a creature ; 

a»Afb. «re improved by virtue; a privilege, too, which has been 
s. uiM grmnted us by the Lord, who says. Be ye meretful, as * your 
« ih^ Ftdker i$ merciful: Be ye perfect, as your Father who is 
Su4SL in heaven is perfect. But no one can deny that things 
brought into being are changeable: for Angels trans- 
gressed, and Adam disobeyed, and all stand in need of the 
grace of the Word. But what is changeable can never be 
like to Ood who is unchangeable, even as what has been 
created can never be like the Creator. Wherefore it was 
Fk at. I. in reference to us that the Saint said, God, who shall 
j>^) 6e likened unto Thee F and, IVho is like Thee among the 
(LXZ) godSf Lord? applying the word ''gods'' to those who 
^ bad been created, but had become partakers^ of the Word, 

S. Jaha as He Himself said, If He called them gods, to whom the 
la as. JVord ^ God cameK But things which partake cannot 
be the same as, nor like to, that of which they partake. 
Bl aSL It was then concerning Himself that He said, / and the 
Father are One, for things brought into being are not 
so. Or else, let those who put forward Ariminum answer 
B^a. 191, this question; Can a created essence say. What I see the 
Father doing, that also I myself do F For things which are 
brought into being are things made, and not things that 
make; for otherwise they would even have made them- 
selves. Of course, if, as they say, the Son is a creature, 
and the Father is His Maker, the Son would have certainly 
also made Himself", as being able to do what the Father 
doeth, as He Himself said. But such a conclusion is absurd 
and wholly untenable : for no one can make himself. 
8. Again, let them say, whether things brought into 
Ihu IC being can say. All things that the Father hath are Mine ^ F 
•*• Now He " hath ** tlie property of creating, of framing, of 

> That ''ai** in snrli texti denotes would be merely the grace sufficient 

not identitj bnt resemblance, as be- for himself. Cf. Orat. c. Ari. iii. I. 

tween comr and original, see Orat. c * On this text see Orat. c* Ari. i. 

ArLHLSl. 39. 

k C*f. Athan. de Synod. 51 , that the " The play on words cannot be pre- 

Son b Dot Son by "partaking** of the served: votowra^K^yitvoM,voto6fitifu, 

PatlMr's grace, as we do, but we par- •& voiovrro, voici, iwotiifft. With this 

taica of the Father by partaking of the passage compare Orat. c. Ari. U. 21 ; 

Sob ; wlicreas lie wlio only possesses iii. 14. 

thmogh participatk>n could not impart " In Orat. c. Ari. ill. 6, this text is 

mithmt Hutaking to others, because he explained as implying that the Father 

w««M iMTe it not as bb own, and it b to be seen in the Son, and the Son 
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bui Scripture makes Him '* one " with God. 37 



being eternal, of being Almighty, of being unchangeable* 
But things brought into being cannot have the property of 
framing, for they are created : nor of being eternal, for tliey 
have a beginning of existence : nor of being Almighty and 
uncliangeable, for they are under control % and of a change- 
able nature, as the Scriptures say. If then these things 
belong to the Son, they are plainly, as we said, no product 
of virtue, but belong to His essence, as the Council said. 
He is ^^ not from another essence,'' but from that of the 
Father, to which also these things properly belong. But 
what can that be which is proper to the Father's essence ^, 
and is an offspring therefrom % or, what name can one 
give to it, but ^'Coessential'? " For whatever things one 
sees in the Father, these one sees also in the Son ; in the 
Son, not by participation, but essentially. And this is the 
meaning of, / and the Father are One, and, He that hath 
seen Me hath seen the Father, And in another way, too, 
it is well to exhibit their senselessness", from this point of 
view also : if, in your view, the Son's likeness to the Fa- 
ther is a result of virtue, from which ^ follow the acts of 
willing, and not willing, and improvement of conduct, and 
these things are in the category of ** quality," then cer- 
tainly you must say that God is made up of ^ quality and 
essence. And who will bear with you if you say this? for 

in the Father, and that the Son U the that it dues not detract from tlie truth 
pniper offspring of II in csxence; but, tliat tlie Son is from the Father, 
to fcuard a^iraiiist a SahcIluinuEinfc mis- * 'A^povAniP, Comp. Orat. c. Arian. 
conKtruction, he saj's, ib. 36, tliat tlie Hi. G7, "i^porcr and fi|^litcrs afcaiiist 
phrase "(civen" and "received" must Chrbt." See note in Atlian. Treat. 

I. 2. 
^'Hr seems required after itptr^u 

It could easily liaye dropped out. 
* iM^Tot^, So in Drat. c. Ari. iv. 9, 

lie savs that if tlie Word were not sub- 

stantive (or personal) but men*Jy in- 
' See Ath. de Synodis 41 ff. to tha lierent in the Father, Un wouM be like 
same cfTcct. Ilonioousion, he arfcues, a quality existing in God, who would 
means that the Son is '* genuinely " then be compounded of essence and 
the Son, not, as we are, of different quality, whereas He U Indiybiible. In 
nature from the Patlier; and that this passaice he is attacking Sabellian- 
they who admit this will ere long coma him ; in the text, Ariauism. So Basil 
to accept the phrase. Rpipluinius con- says, ** like" and "unlike" reUte to 
tends that it really excludes Sabellian. Qualities, whereas the Deity is free 
ism, and signifies 9vo rAtia whidi are from qtulity. Bp. 8. 3. Tiie argument 
yet inseiNmible, Ilier. 69. 70. Comp. is ad homlnem, addressed to Arianiierv 
Hilary de Synodis 68, against false who professed to regard the Son as 
senses put upon it, e.g. a SabelUan ; so " partaking " in Deity. See 8. Angus- 
de Trin. iv. 4 ff. where also he sliows tine da Trio. ?i. 5. 7 ff. tliat in llie 



be combined with it. 

" TlairroKpdrmpf Kparovfitt^a, 
c Compare Orat. c. Arian. ii. S2. 
^ Comp. Ath. de Deer. Nic. 21, and 

note tliere in Athan. Treat, i. 37. Do 

Synod. 35, 41. 
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88 Tke Son i$ really qf the Faiher^i essence. 

God who has made up all things into existencei is not 
made up, nor is He such as are the things which were 
made by Him through the Word. God forbid I For He 
is a nmple essencCi in which is no quality^ nor, as James 
f-^Bi> says, any variableness, nor shadow of turning. Therefore if 
He (the Son) is shewn not to be so from virtue % since 
there is no quality in God, nor in His Son, it is plain that 
He belongs properly to His essence: and this you will 
certainly admit, if intelligence has not utterly died out in 
yon* But that which is proper to, and identical with, 
God's essence, and is by nature an ofTspring from it, what 
else can it be, from this point of view also but coessential 
with its B^etter ? For this is the mark of a son in rela- 
tion to a father: and he that denies this does not consider 
the Word to be naturally and truly a Son ^ 

9. It was with these thoughts in their minds that the 
fathers inserted in their formulary the coessentiality of the 
Son with the Father, and anathematized those who said 
that the Son was from a different '^hypostasis:'' not hav- 
ing devised words for themselves, but having themselves 
learnt them from the fathers who preceded them, as we 
said* This being thus proved, these men's ^ Ariminum" is 
superfluous: and equally superfluous is the other' council 
invented by them in reference to the faith. For the Ni- 
oene Council is sufficient, being in harmony also with the 
bishops of antiquity ; tlmt Council in which the Creed was 
aigned by the fathers of these men, to whom it was their 
duty to shew respect, that they might not be considered 
as anything rather than Christians. But if, even after all 
this, and also after the testimony of the ancient bishops, 
and also after the signatures of their own fathers, they 

DiTiiie Nature there it tha utmost slm- ' I.e. does not derive lib Sonship 

pOcity; tHfaougli (k>d It called ** great from Hit own moral perfectluni , at 

and wiM In manifold ways," &c yet Paul of Samotata held : tee below c. 

lib greatncta b the tame at lib wb- Apollin. i. 16 ; do Sjrn. 26 ; Orat. c. 

doM, ac. i. e. Hb attribntet are not Ari. Hi. 61. Tliat the title *«8on of 

99 maoT real partt within Hb Nature, Clod " b not tiniplj ethical, tee Ud- 

bttt **atpectt under which wo men don, Damp. lioct. p. 10; Domer, 



irilj Tiew tlwt nature," New. Person of Christ, i. 81 (E.T.) 
in Atlian. Treatiset, ii. 515. On r R^ Ep. JovUn. 4. 
tlM*'thBplicit]r'*oftheDivUieBeinff ■ iir « another CoundL' See c. 



abo de Synod. 34, Orat. c. Ar. L 
,S8s NewaMB*t Scrmont, tL 348. 
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All iums on reality qf the Sonship, . 30 

pretend^ as if they were ignorant, to be afraid of the 
phrase ^CoessentiaV let them say, and with a simpler and 
truthful meaning, that the Son is by nature Son, and let 
them anathematize, as the Council ordered, those who say 
that the Son of God is a creature, or a thing made, or from 
things that were not in existence, or that once He was 
not, and that He is changeable and alterable, and of a 
different hypostasis: and by so doing, let them flee from 
the Arian heresy \ And we are confident that if in good 
earnest they anathematize these statements, they will 
forthwith confess ^ that the Son is ''from the essence" and 
'^ coessential with the Father/' For on this account the 
fathers, having said that the Son was coessential, forthwith 
added, '' But those who call Him a creature, or a thing 
made, or, from things that were not, or say, ' once He was 
not,' the Catholic Church anathematizes;'' that thereby 
they might let it be known that this is what '' coessential" 
means ^ And the force of '' coessential " is understood 
from the fact that the Son is not a creature, nor a thing 
made : and that he who calls the Word '' coessential " does 
not consider Him to be a creature, and he who anathema- 
tizes the above quoted does at the same time consider the 
Son to be '' coessential " with the Father, and he who calls 
the Son of God coessential calls Him a genuine and true 
(Son.) And he who calls Him genuine understands the 
meaning of, / and My Father are one^ and. He that hath 
seen Me hath seen the Father. 

10. It would indeed have been appropriate to state this 
at greater length: but since we ore writing to you who un- 
derstand the question, we have dictated it in a concise form, 
praying that the bond of peace may be preserved among 
all, and that all who belong to the Catholic Church may 
say and may think the same thing. And we write, not by 

* SoinDcSjnodis, 41.icetoo Ep. tente of Homoooiion. As tha uaet 

Jovian. 4. BmU sayi of "those who the tcmi, and as you are asked to ao* 

hare not yet accepted the Ilomeousion, mlt it, this and this only is its mean, 

tliat one mightjustly blame them, and \ng, — ^Tliat the Son is truly and DU 

yet af^n deem tliem excusable," vinely Son." Bo untrue is the lon^- 

Epist. 52. 1. Cp. Hilarr de Synod. 71. popular notion tluit, with the Humo- 

^ As we might say, ipso (acto. ousion, an abstruse metaphysical coo- 

< As if to say, "The Church has no- oeption was intruded into the spbera 

tiiinff to do with any questions which of Christian fidth. Cf. de 8y«. 51. 
secular philosophy may raise as to the 
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40 Auxeniiui remaim to be dealt with. 

wmy of instructing, but of reminding you : and it is not we 
only who are writing, but all the bishops in Egypt and in 
the labyas, about ninety in all. For this is the onie mean- 
ing we all have, and in every case we sign for each other, if 
any one happens to be absent. Being then thus disposed, 
since it happened that we all met, we have written also to 
our beloved Damasus, bishop of Great Rome, concerning 
Auxentius who invaded the church of Milan^, and have 
narrated his proceedings, how that he is not only a sharer 
in the Arian heresy, but is also chargeable with many mis- 
deeds, which he perpetmted in conjunction with Gregory 
the partaker of his impiety " ; and we have expressed our 
wonder that, up to this time, he has not been deposed and 
cast out of the Church ; and we have returned thanks to 
the piety of Damasus and of those who assembled in Great 
Koroe, inasmuch as by casting out Ursacius and Valens ^ 
and those who thought with them, they preserved the 
unanimity of the Catholic Churcli : and wishing that this 
unanimity may be preserved among you also, we exhort 
you, as we said before, not to bear with those who, under a 
pretext of faith, urge the authority of a crowd of councils, 
that at Ariminum, that at Sirmium^ that in Isauria^, that 
in Thrace ', that at Constantinople ^, those many and dis- 
orderly ones at Antioch K But let that faith alone be in 
force among you which was confessed by the fathers at 
Nictea, wherein also all, and even the fathers of those who 

^ Athanaxini had been at Milan, ^ The ScmUArian cooncU at Scloii. 

probaUj in 343, on a suinmons from ria, in 8<^ptember of 350, Atlian. do 

Constans, Apol. ad Const. 4. Auxen- Syn. 12, 8<ic. ii. SO, 

tins hdd th« wee of Milan from 355 ' At Nic^ in Tlirace, see above, c 4. 

(wlicn, after the Counril of Milan, In tliis creed, see Ath. de Syn. 30, 

bisbop Dionjrsiut was ejected as a li^-postasis is proscribed as well as 

Catholic) to 374, when he was sue- oiisia. Theodoret fcives this clause 

ceeded by 8. Ambrose. somewhat diflferentlv, 11. 81 . 

* I.e. Gregory of Cappadocta, one ^ Karly in 360, alter the victory of 

et the two Arians intruded into Atha- the Acacian Arians In the council of 

nasios* own see: mentioned with Aux- Ariminum and the submission of the 

entius in lllst. Arian. 74. For him Seleudan delegates, Soi. iv. 24. ThU 



Atlianasius' Encyclical, and Hist, council of Constantinople deposed the 

Arian. 10. ff. chief Semi-Arians, and imposed the 

' At a Roman Council in 369, see creed of Nic^ and Ariminum on vari- 

Tillemunt, riii. 396. ous Churches. See Atlian. de Synod. 

t Apparently tint of 357, which 30; Soz. iv. 26. 

fnuned the creed called tlie second ^ Beside tlic Dedication Synod of 

Sirmian, and also the ' bUsphemous,' Antioch, in 341 , there was one held in 

fniM its virtually AnooMMnrliaracter; 358 under BudoxiiM, which accepted 

It In Athao. de Hynodi 28. the Shrmhin * bUsphemU,* Sucom. ir. 
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1^'icene Creed guards faith in the Trinity. 41 

now contend against it, as we said before, were present, 
and signed the Creed ; so that of us also the Apostle may 
say. Now I praise you, because you remember me in ail i Cor. 
things, and even as I delivered to you the traditions, so you ^'* ^* 
hold them fast. 

11. For this Council of Niciea is indeed a public pros- 
cription" of every heresy. It is this also which overthrows 
those who blaspheme against the Holy Spirit, and call Him 
a creatui*e ^ For the fathers, after having spoken about 
the faith in the Son, forthwith added, ** We believe also in 
the Holy Spirit ;'' in order that, having confessed in its per- 
fection and fulness the faith in the Holy Trinity, they 
might on this point make known the character® of the 
faith which is in Christ, and the teaching of the Catholic 
Ciiurch P. For it stands out clear in your eyes, and in the 
eyes of all, and no Christian can have any doubt in his 
mind about the matter, that our faith is not in the crea- 
ture, but in one God the Father Almighty, Maker of all 
things visible and invisible, and in one Lord Jesus Christ, 
His Son, tlie Only begotten, and in one Holy Spirit 4; one 
God, Him who is known in the Holy and perfect Trinity, 

12. Another, in 861, placed Etixoiut " See Tom. «d Antioch. 3. See 

ill tliu sec of Antiocli, and adopted an Swete on Kariy liistonr of Doctrine 

Anomtran creed. of Holy Spirit, p. 56, re/erriufr to thb 

" 2rT)Ao7pa^(a, aa when names of passaf^ a« a proof that in the West, aa 

ofTcncIprs were placarded or posted up well as elsewhere, the Artans had been 

on pillars for public dinfpuce. Tlie active in opposing tlie Deity of Uie 

word hi similarly used in Atlian. de Holy Spirit. 

Synod. 34. so ib. 4 7, tfn^Xirc vorraf, and * XofMricri}^, see Keble, Acad. Serm. 

]>e Deer. Nic. 32, ** their lieresy ... p. 300. Athanasios speaks of the xa- 

^0Ti|A(Tc^." In De Syn. 45 Atlian. paxriip of Scripture doctrine, Orat. iii. 
calls the Honioousion a bulwark, and ' 2S). and uses xo^A'rr^pa in the sense 

]«iberiu8 calls the creed an invincible of a ty|)e or general impression, de 

bulwark, Soc. iv. 21 ; a council under Incam. Verbi,56. Compare Euseliius, 

Dnmaxus calls it a wall and an anti- iii. 38, **thexap«Mtr9^ofortliodoxy," 

dote, ThiHMl. ii. ^2, Cf. Bp. Epict. 1. and Irenicus ap. Eusebius ▼. 20, «*tiie 

Basil calls it the great proclamation x'^^^^'^^^ ^^ l^i* I^^'B.'* See also the 

of true religion, Epbt. 52. 1. lie synodal letter of Meletius and other 

there remarks that it condemns Sa- bishops in Soc. Ui. 25, ** the xa^corriipa 

hellianisni as well as ArianUm. So of the true faith." 

Epiphanius quaintly remarks tliat both ' He assumtv that the brief dause^ 

Arius and Sabcllius abhor the Homo- ** And in the Holy Spirit," does vir. 

ouition, in its real sense, as a serpent tually carry every thing, by aoodating 

hates the smell of bitumen, Hicr. 69. the Holy Spirit as an object of faith 

70. Hihiry also says that the Homo- with the Father and the Son. 

ousiou WAS necessary, deTrin. iv. 7. cp. « Comp. Ath. Ep. ad Serap. 1. S3. 

Athan. Deer. Nic 20, **The bishops tliat in the Spirit the Trinity is per- 

(at Nicfoa), were constrained," Itc. feet. Ih. 28; '* There b then a bolv 

S«*e Liddon, Bamp. Lect. p. 437. and perfect Trinity, recognised at l>u 
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42 Our faith rests on the Trinity. 

unto which we being baptiaMd, and in it connected with 
the Oodheady believe that we shall also inherit the king- 
dom of heaven, in Christ Jesus our Lord, through whom ^ 
to the Father be glory and dominion, for ever. Amen. 

viacif cxbtiof la Fftthcrt Sen and ** tbitrairb whom and with wliom," 

Holy Spirit.'' (emnpare our ftnt Pott-Communlon 

' Hera Athuk atn one fom of tbo Pmyer.) 80 at the end of the Hist, 

doaokfj; "throufph the Son to tlie Arian. we md both «« thrmigb " and 

Father* (eee BeiU de Spbr. Sand. •• ••with the Wofd." At the end of 

aL)atalthecBdoftheI>eSjmodiaand the OratioM the doxology b to Chriit 

the ad JBg. Bf. At the end of hie ahNie. 
to SenfioB he wee a f oDory 
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S. ATIIANASIUS* LETTER TO EPICTETUS, 
BISHOP OF CORINTH. 

INTRODUCTION. 

Tax tiatc of this letter may be 372, Auxeiitiut lMivin(( been comleniiied by a 
Roman Council in the Utter part of 371 ; for Atlianaiim alludei to tbb aa 
a very rvceut event, c. 1. (lee Tillemont, vUi. 242.) 

Tlio occaniun was as follows. Eplctetus, blsliop of Corintb, and, as such, metro- 
IHilitan of the province of Adiaia, luul sent to Atbanasius the minutes (^v- 
fu^^fAara) of a recent discussion between two parties In his dU>cese, who 
af(re«Hl in professing the Nicene Isith. The opposition resembled tliat of 
wliicli we have had an intimatiou in the seventh ciuipter of the Tome : ex- 
cept tliat in the present case the theory cmlleil s|iecifically ApoUiiiarian, aa 
to the nonexistence of a human mind in Christ, is ciNispicuous by its absence. 
One party maintained tlic coarser form of tlie Apollinarian Christolof(y, as- 
sert! ii{c that Christ's body was not really of human origin,—- that it was 
cm*ssential with the Divine Wonl, or even tliat it was formeil by a *' con- 
version of His (2(Klhead into flesh.*' Tlie other iwrty imagined a person- 
al separation between the Word and the Son of the Virgin, and regarded 
the hitter as a Saint who, like one of the ancient prophets, had been 
clKisen as the organ of the Word,— a theory which may be d<»cribed as '* what 
Nestorianism comes to " in regard to the substitution of an indwelling for 
an Incarnation ; but although there is some diflference of reading in one 
passage, (c. 2,) it would scein that tlie Corinthians in question held with 
riiutinus the impersonality of the Wonl, and the distinction between the 
Word and the '* Son," or human Christ, whereas Nestorius believed in a 
jiersonal Wonl who was also the Eternal Son, but who was only associated 
with, n4»t )>ersonally one with, Christ the Son of Mary. Tillemont says, 
viii. 212, that tlie disputants were *' persons who professed to follow the 
Nicene faith, but had fallen into two opposite and equally dangerous ex- 
tremes.*' The debate ended as such debates too seldom end. Rach party 
abandoned its special error, and both were reunited in the twofold belief, 
(I) that Christ was Himself the Word Incarnate, and, (2) tluit Hb flesh 
was the flesh of a true humanity. 

The letter in which Atluinaslus criticises the two errors b of remarkable In- 
terest as a specimen of lib farslglited theological capacity. Eplplianlus In- 
serted It In full in lib account of tlie Apollinarians or Dlmoeritae, Hier. 
77. 3 — 13. It was referred to in the Council of Ephesus, as ao authority 
against the Nestorians ; two years bter, John of Antioch and tlie " Eas- 
terns'* proposed it to S. Cyril as a standard of orthodoxy and a basb of re- 
union (MansI, ?. 829:) and Cyril, while expressing hb full agreement 
with it, tells John that ** some persons have drculated it in a corrupt form," 
and on that aooount sends him a transcript from " andeot and eorrect oi»- 
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44 Introdueiion. 

fia/* f i wa r re d In Um library of hli own dmreli. (Bp. ad Joan, ad fin.) 

Thmitnttf when argnln^ in hb ' Dialofoei' agalnat tbt opposite miibeli^ 

of tiM BalgrcUant, finds it nalnral to liare reeoone to tlie fame letter; and 

1m abo awni e i JHoteoras thai he adhera to its teaching, Bplst. 86. The j 

GeancBofChaleedon wrote to the Emperor Marckn, ** We pride ooTMlvea 

e« the letter of Athanarim to Bpietetna." (Hanoi, tIL 464.) Leo the 

tifval aoni a eopy of k to Ua legate, Jnlan of Coa, about a jear after tiie 

Epirt.100. 

k ihonld be laid, profaMe d to Seraplon of Thmoii hb high ap. 

proral of thb letter (lieontfaM adr. liraad. ApoU. in Oalbnd. xii. 701;) and 

Leo the Great, In the jear after the CottncU,sajB that Athanaaiut hi thb 

lenv'^nMerted thelneamatlon lo Inddl/ andcareAili/ that in the heretiei 

eTMiini tfawheahMy dafaated Nertorfaii and Bntycbea," (Bp. 109.) 
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ATHANASIUS TO EPICTETUS. 

To MY LORDi nSLOVBD DROTIIBR, AND MUCH LONOBD 
FOR PBLLOW-MINI8TBR, BPICTBTU8| ATHANASIUS 8BNDS 
GRBBTING IN THB LORD. 

% 

1. 1 THOUGHT^ for my part^ that all the vain talking of all 
the heretics in existence had been stopped by the Council 
held at Niccea. For the faith therein confessed by the 
fathers, according to the Holy ScriptureSi is sufficient of 
itself for the overthrow of all impiety, and for the esta- 
blishment of the orthodox faith in Christ*. On this ac- 
count accordingly, when various councils have even now 
been held, in Gaul and Spain and Great Rome \ all who 
assembled, by universal vote, as if moved by one spirit, 
anathematized the men who still secretly hold Arianism, I 
mean Auxentius at Milan, Ursacius, Valens, and Caius of 
Pannonia. And because those men were devising for 
themselves the names of councils % they wrote to all quar- 
ters, that no council should be named in the Catholic 
Church, save only the Council which was held at Nicosa, 
and is a trophy of victory over every heresy*, but preemi- 
nently the Arian, on account of which also the Council 
was then assembled. How is it, then, that even after all 
this, some persons * endeavour to stir up doubt or raise 
questions ? If indeed they belong to the Arians, it is no 
wonder that they disparage the formulary drawn up against 
them ; just as Greeks, when they hear it said that ihe idols i^ us. 
of the heathen are silver and ff old, the work of men*i hands, |* 

• Comp. ad Afros, 1,9. authority of/ Cp. IvofUCm In ad '^* 

^ This, the second of Damasus' Afros, 1,3; Toin6 4. 

councils, was hold probably in 371, * Conip.ad Afrus, 11. Seeliddon, 

see Tilleroont, viii. 400. A copy of its Bamp. I^ect. p. 438 1 ** It was a lon^, 

circular to tlie Illyrian bishops is in desperate 9tnigfc\t • • • At tlib day 

Mansi, Conctl. iii. 459 ; and a Greek the Creed of Nic«a b the Uflog proof 

version in Tlieodcret, ii. 2X. of tlie Church's victoty.** 

' As we should say, 'citing tlia 
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46 Errors lately rift at Corinth 

r^gmrd the teaching about the Divine Cross * a$ foolishne$$. 
But if tiie persona who wish to unsettle matters by their 
questioning are of the number of those who seem to believe 
arighti and to acquiesce and adhere' to what was promul- 
gated by the fathers, they are simply, as Scripture says, 
.S. gimmg their neighbour to drink of a muddy and upsetting 
^ Uquor% and stirring about words for no purpose except 
m,9»to the subverting of the simple. 

2. Now I am writing thus, after having read the minutes 

■ent me by your Piety, which I wish had never been writ- 

ten, so that not even a remembrance of such things might 

be transmitted to posterity. For who ever yet heard such 

things ^? who is it that has taught them, or learnt them ? 

19» fjgr out qf Slon shall go forth God's law^ and the word of 

ihe Lord from Jerusalem: but these things, whence did they 

issue? What Hades vented such a saying* as that the 

body derived from Mary was coessential with the Godhead 

of the Word? or that the Word was changed into flesh S 

and bones, and hair, and a whole body, and was altered 

firom His own nature ? And who ever heard in the Churcli 

or at all from Christian lips, that it was by a fiction *, 

not by nature, that the Lord bore about a body? or 

who * was ever so impious as at once to say and to think 

that the Godhead itself, which is coessential with the 

Father, was circumcised, and reduced from perfection to 

imperfection, and that what was nailed to the Word was not 

the body, but that very essence of Wisdom which formed 

* Rpipbanins* text liai " Spirit,** liimrix IiiniKclf comlonincd it as an 

drarijr an annir. iiiMiiity, I<eontiiui adv. fraud. Apull., 

' Or. to be eontent wifli, kyair^w. Gallaiid. Hibl. xii. 1K)\, 
9 8cc tbeTtinie,8; c. A]Hilliii. ii. 4. ^ Coinitan^ tlic '* Qiiininqiif*,** af- 

^ Tbb qneRtSon in t»kti\. In n*fe- firmiiiir tlie riiity of (')iri»t*ii Pithhi, 

tio Ajiaiiimii, in tli«? Kiirwlic of but not in tli<^ w.wm of a ronvnnion 

r, (io 8oc. i. 6.) «*vid<*ntly of part of tiic (lodlicnd into flosli. Cp. 

1^ AtlianasiuK, tlif*n liis c. Apidi. i. 3; S. f«eo, Ep. 1(m. 2. 
The paiuiaf^ in tlie text is * 0«V«(. AtUanasiufi um'k tliix plirane 

rf TbeiMloret, Dial. 1* (cd. tpclinirnlly of an adoptive or titular 

IT. p. 69.) Bouiihip, dc SyntNl. 54. Il»*re, as in 

I 8o Anbroae de Inc. Dom. Sacr. c. 7, and r. Apollin. i. 17, it means 

4Bm A pMMfpe read in tbe first session unn*ally, conventionaily, in a wav of 

orClMteeiion,Mansi,vi. OfiO. <*Otliers s)H*al(ing'Just as ** l>y nature'* here 

Mart np wbo mj tliat tlie flesb of means "really;" ctmi{>are Cyril, Kx- 

lOi lionl and the Divinity are of pUn. 3, uniufc ^vtrtitiir for n<a'i. 
tht fluae Miture. Qnin tantum saeri- " Quotinl by Theoibiret, Dial. lil. 

laferaa Tomuerunt ?** Aiwl. p. 238. Cf. Ambrutc de Inc. fiU. 
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as to the Incarnation. 47 

all things*'? or who S if he heard that it was not from Mary, 
but, by a change, from His own essence, that the Word 
framed for Himself a passible body, would call him who said 
this a Christian ? And who devised this godless impiety, 
so as even to come to think, and to say, that he who affirms 
the Lord's Body to have been from Mary conceives of a 
QuatemityP, instead of a Trinity, in the Godhead, as if 
those who are of this mind must therefore affirm that the 
flesh which the Saviour took from Mary and put on was 
of the essence of the Trinity? And from what source, 
again, have any persons vented an impiety equal to those 
already mentioned, to the effect that the body is not of 
more recent origin than the Godhead of the Word, but has 
been continuously coetemal with it, since it was composed 
from the essence of Wisdom? And how^ have persons 
called Christians dared even to doubt, whether the Lord 
who came forth from Mary is Son of God in essence and 
nature, but according to the flesh is of the seed of David 
and the flesh of Holy Mary ? And who then have become 
so audacious as to say, that the Christ who suffered in flesh 
and was crucified is not Lord, and Saviour, and God, and 
Son of the Father ? Or how can they wish to be called Chris- 
tians who say that the Word came into a holy man as into 
one of the prophets ', and that He was not Himself made 

" 'H Zritkiovpyht olela. Cf. Ep. lo||^, with OikI nncl tho Son, bcftiTR 

Ailrlpli. 4 ; c. AiMill. i. 7. &c. Tlie wonl the Iluly 8|iirit. See TiH«*muiit, vii. 

** Dciuiurffiis** had lM*coinc associatctl 6Uj. Gr«*fif»ry of N^iiM rcf«*ra tu this 

with tli<* (iiiimtic fi)iitems, («ee Man- in hin Antirrlu^tinw, 42, and anMweni, 

sd. Gnostic llercsiis, p. 10. &c,) ''Tliejr do not iwrre *a man* wlio 

bnt Atlinnasius woultl rememlicr that bow thcnim*lvni to tlioir I«onl.*' 
it wa.H ummI in Hi'b. 11. 10. He iuhs ^ Here he tnrns to tlio op|NMite er- 

it freely in de Incam. Verb. 1, &c. ror. Tliis pasMif^ was read in tho 

See also 8. Clement, Ep. Cor. 80, &e. first session of the Council of Epliestis, 

« Quoted by Theodoret, Dial. 1. Mansi, iv. 1185. It is quoted by 8. 

p. 60. Cyril, Apol. adv. Orient. 163. (Ihist^y, 

i* See Newman, Tracts Tlieol. and p. 274,) and part of it by Ijco the 

Eccles. p. 266. The same p«)int. Great, app. to Epist. 165. (his ** Se- 

*' You introduce a Quaternity,'* i.e. cond Tome,*' to the Emperor Leo, in 

Father, Son, the Man Christ, the Holy 458.) 

Spirit, is noticed bi*low, c 0, and c. ' 8<» the Tome, 7t ftnd ad Max. 

Apollin. i. i>, 12. wliere the cliargv is 2, and c Apollin. i. 21 1 on the ali- 

retortcil. ApoUinaris, writinfir in 377 surdity of saying that tho Word came 

to the exiled bishops at Dionesarea to Jesus as He came of old to saints 

(Ijeontius in Galland. xU. 707.), re- or prophets. Comp. Apoll. i. 12; 

presents his opponents as worshi)!. Orat. c Ari. iii. 30. See also S. Am- 

ping four, (}o<I, (2) the Son of God, brose, de Incam. Sacr. 6. 48. See 

(3) the Son of Man, (4) the Holy Cyril Ah*x. de recU Fide ad Theml. 

Spirit, and ranking a man, in doxo- c. C, (Fusey, p. 16,) that NesturiaiM 
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48 Such optniom unehriMiian. 

man, having taken His body from Mary, but that the Christ 
was one, and the Word* of God, who before Mary and before 
the ages was Son of the Father, was another ? Or how can 
they be Christians who say that the Son * is one, and the 
Word of God is another ? 

8. These opinions were stated in your minutes; diffe- 
rently expressed, indeed, but with one purport, and having 
the same meaning, impious in its tendency. On account 
of these opinions, dispute and discussion were going on 
between men who take pride in the confession of the 
fathers made at Nicesa. But I wonder that your Piety 
endured it, and did not stop those who said these things, 
and propound to them the true religious faith ; that they 
might either listen and be quiet, or contradict it and be 
deemed heretics. For the above-mentioned opinions are 
neither uttered or heard among Christians, but are in every 
way alien from the Apostolic teaching. It is on this ac- 
count that I have caused the statements of those men, as 
they have been already quoted, to be inserted in my letter, 
simply as they stand*, so that any one who merely hears 
them may have a view of their disgraceful and impious 
character. And although it would have been right to im- 
pugn them at greater length, and thoroughly to expose the 
folly of those who have entertained such notions ; yet now 
that my letter has reached this point, it were well to write 
no more ; for one ought not further to work out and mi- 
nutely examine opinions which have been so clearly shown 
to be bad, lest they should be regarded by contentious 

wamkt nol have erred ** If they hud biit that He shmild be believed to Iks 

iiimply dii4in|n>i»b^ the nature of Gt»d . . . not a» dwellinic in a man, but 

God from that of the flesh, or dwelt an havlnfip llimsi*1f really bi*rume man, 

merehr «ni the difTerenres rclatinfr to without prejudice to f I is own griory;*' 

this, for the nature of flesh and (Sod. and ib. 2<i, p. 84 ;" ** He desct^ndiHl in. 

hrmd b not the same t but their error to the nature of man, witliout lapsinfif 

layin representlngrone as an individual from His existence as God, (but) tak- 

■HUi by himself, and callinic another infr to Himself what was human.** 

Ood by nature and in reality ;*' say. ■ Another readinfir ^s 'Ti^r, clearly a 

lofc that **the Word is the Son by copyist's error. In the next wonls, 

nature, the other (1. e. the alleg^l in. Athanosius seems to mean " whom 

dividoai human Christ) b Son as be- tre acknowleilfn^, althouprli they do 

infr culled br the same name as the not, (as IMiotiiius did not.) to have 

SanJ* Again, lb. i3, p. 74, he says, preexisted as the eternal Son.'* See 

**!)• not make a division after the Hefele, Hist, of Tnuncib, sect. 71. 

■ni— ;**••• He lowered Himself into * The old reading was X/»i^r^r. 

thul which He (previously) was not { But see c. 111. 

iMt tlMt He thouM remain * emptied,* » Ut. ** nakedly.*' 
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persons as still matters of question, but rather to give to 
such statements no other reply than this, '' It is enough 
that this is not the language of the Catholic Churchy nor 
were the fathers of this mind." But, lest the inventors of 
evil things should take advantage of such absolute silence, 
as a warrant for further audacity, it is well to mention a 
few points taken from the Divine Scriptures : perhaps they 
may even thus be brought to shame^ and may cease from 
holding these vile ' notions. 

4. Whence did it ever come into your minds, you people, 
to say that the body was coessential with the Godhead of 
the Word ? For it is well to begin at this point, that when 
this statement is proved to be unsound, all the rest may be 
proved to be the like. Well, from the Divine Scriptures 
it is impossible to discover the ground of this statement: 
for they say that God became present in a human body. 
And further, the fathers who met at Nicica have said, not 
that the 1)ody, but that the Son Himself was coessential 
with the Father, and they confessed that He was ^ from 
the essence of the Father," but that the body, on the 
other hand, was from Mary, according to the Scriptures ^. 
Either then, disown the Nicene Council, and assert these 
things in the character of heretics : or if you mean to be 
children of the fatliers, do not think contrary to the state- 
ments which they wrote down. For from this considera- 
tion also you can perceive the absurdity of your statement ; 
if the Word is coessential with that body, which has its 
nature from the earth, and the Word is coessential with 
the Father, according to the confession of the fathers, then 
the Father Himself will be coessential with the body which 
was derived from the earth '• And then, why do you go 
on censuring the Arians for calling the Son a creature, 
when you yourselves call the Father coessential with the 
creatures^ and, passing on to a difTerent form of impiety, 
assert that the Word has been converted into flesh, and 
bone, and hair, and sinews, and an entire body, and had 
been altered /rom His own nature ? For it is time that you 

' I«it: "filthy." Creed, but {nterpreting IL Cf. c. 

T Tlie origiriAl Nicene Creed did Apoll. i. 80. 

not mention S. Mary. Athanosius, ■ Quoted with approTal by Valeo* 

therefore, is not itrictly quotings the tlnna, a moderate ApoUlDarUa t Leon- 

X 



^pfl^wr^^^p^ 



60 The Ward not ^ changed into flesh/* 

•herald say plainly that He was bom from earth: for. from 
earth comes the nature of the bones and of the whole body. 
What means, then, this wild extravagance, which even 
drives you into self-contradiction ? for while you call the 
Word ooessential with the body, you indicate a comparison 
of the one with the other : but when you say that the Word 
was converted into flesh, you imagine a change* of the 
Word Himself. And who will any longer bear with you 
even when you simply utter such things ? For you have 
gone aside into impiety to a greater extent than any heresy 
lias done. For if the Word was coessential with the body, 
the mention of Mary, and the employment of her agency, 
were superfluous ^ : for the body was able to exist even be- 
fore Mary, as eternal, as is also the Word Himself, since 
in your. view He is coessential with the body. What need, 
then, was there for the Word to sojourn among us, in order 

tioi adr. frmod. ApolL, 0«nand. xU. apeak, the poesibility of alteration in- 

701. nate in it. But God, wlio is above all 

* T^vv^r. See Eplpbanias, Hier. mind, and nature, and production, 

77. S9, that John 1. 14 impliet on and dMtruction, and wliooe iNsinic ii 

Mwh ** change;" ai Auiputine sayi, exceptional and pre-eminent, will be 

4e Dir. QuasL 83, n. 80, that in com- also tUjierior to change (d/Ac(rt»r iTorai 

■MM parfauice when we lajr, flesh be- ffol rpowiif).** Furtlier on Cyril con- 

aNBCs ashes, we mean, it ceases to be trasts Godhead as enthroned ** as it 

fleshy — but It b not so liere ; • the Word were on its own seat," while men, who, 

became flesh, not tliat He was chang- '* liaTing a nature liable to cliangt*, 

ed Into, bat that He took, " formam are at all times rpcirro/." He cites 

mnL" Compare Theodoret, Dial. 1. Ps. 102. 17. He calls the ApollinarUn 

BaaO wrote in 377 against the Apol- notion an insanity, lb. ii. And in Apol. 

linarians who held that the Word in adr. Orient, c. 8. (Pusey, p. 288), he 

His own Godhead had been turned Bays,**A8fortheAp(iirmarianductrin<«, 

Into a material nature, Eplst. 2G2, we have nothing wluitever to do with 

Cjrrfl of Alexandria, whom his oppo- them : for men who have once for all 

iwBts taxed with Apollinarianism, was been condemned, as perverters of the 

never weary of declaiming it. See truth, we are bound to avoid." In adv. 

lib Ep. 2. to Nestorius (ed. Pusey, Nest. iv. 7, he says, ** It Is as ne<HlleHs 

f, 4), ** We do not say that the nature .tn argue against a change or convcr- 

of the Word was altered and so be- slon of Godhead at the Incarnation," 

caae flesh, or that it was changed into as to argue that a bull is not a horse. 

whule man."* And so Bp. to John, 1, (Pusey, p. 206). So Adv. Tlieodoret. 

(PitscT, p. 50.) So de recta fide ad I, (Pusey, p. 396). See c. ApoHin. i. 

TheodoB. c 10. 9 A, l^isey, p. 28, that 3. Card. Newman thinks tliat it was 

** the notion of a conversion of God- by way of escape from this idea of 

head into flesh is inconsistent with change in the Divine Nature that 

the truth, that God's nature, firmlv Apollinaris took to ** denying that our 

flxed la its own good things (iyoBots) liord^s body remained human." Tracts 

mad ita eontinoanoe in the conditions Theol. and Reel. p. 271. 

of Ita bdng, b immoveable. But a na. ^ Comp. c. Apollin. ii. 12. So says 

tora that b brooght into being ... in S. Basil, Bp. 261, ** What need was 

Hhm can safler alteration . . • For what there of the Holy Vhrgin," he, 
had a beghiBing of exbtence has, so to 
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that He might either put on what is coesaential with Him- 
self, or might be changed from His own nature and become 
body ? For the Godhead does not take hold of itself^ so |^^^ 
that it should put on what is coessential with itself: nei- 
ther, again, did the Word, who redeems the sins of otiiers« 
commit sin, that, being changed into body, He might offer 
up Himself for Himself as a sacrifice*, and redeem Him- 
self. 

5. No, it is not so; God forbid. For He takeih hold of 
the seed qf Abraham, as the Apostle said', wherrfore it be^ ^^ l^* 
hoved Him to be made like to His brethren in all thinjfs, and 
to receive a body like to our own. It was for this purpose, 
then, that Mary was really provided, that He might receive 
this body from her, and offer it up as His own for us ; and 
it was she whom Isaiah prophetically pointed out, saying. 
Behold the Virgin: and Gabriel is sent to her, not simply Iia.7.l<( 
to a virgin, but to a virgin espoused to a man : that by the 8. ImIw 
mention of the man espousing her he might show that Mary '* *'* 
was really a human being. Therefore it is that Scripture 
mentions her bringing forth, and says, she wrapped Him ib. t. 7. 
in swaddling clothes : and, the paps which He sucked were lk.ll.s; 
called blessed : and a sacrifice was offered on the ground 
that He who was brought forth had opened the womb. Now ib. t. s; 
all these things were indications of a Virgin bringing forth 
a child. And Gabriel announced the good news to her in 
i language guarded from misconstruction, saying, not simply, 

I That which shall be bom in thee, in order that there might 

] not be any notion of a body introduced into her from with- 

out, but, '^ from thee V' that men might believe that which 
was to be born to be from her by nature ^ while nature 
;| plainly indicates this for it, that it was impossible for a 

virgin to have milk unless she had borne a child, and im- 
possible for a body to be nourished with milk, and wrapped 
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* Athananius Uys Btress on Chriit'i This ipedmen of Gnostic "spiritual- 
<lnath lu a Sacrifice, in de Incnrn. Ver- ism " was revived by tlie AnaliaptiaU 
l)i, ; Ornt. ii. 7. See Abp. Tliomson't (compara the Rcfurmatio Ijegum, 
•'Word, Worlc, and Will/* p. 164. p. 10) and Joan Bocber was put to 

^ Comp. ad Afros. 4. death for asserting^ it, in 1550. Our 

* lAchmann brackets 4it ffoi, Atha- Proper Preface for Christmas was evi- 
naKiua is perhaps alluding to what dently worded so as to exclude if. 
some Valentinians said, that ihehr Cf. de Incam. Verbi, 18, He fashion- 
Jesus passed through Mary ita$dwfp eth His body for Hinaself 4k wpSU 
Hmp 9ik 0-«Ai|ivr, InnmoM I. 7* S* ' Cf. c ApoUin. ii. S. 
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&2 His body diiiUetfrom 10$ Godhead. 

h9 in swaddling clothes, unless it had been naturally- bom. 

^"^^ This is the body that was circumcised on the eighth day : 
this is that which Symeon took into his arms: this be- 
came a boy, and grew up, and became twelve years old, 
and reached its thirtieth year. For it was no^ as some 
anpposed, that the very essence of the Word was changed 
and circumcised, for it is immutable and unchangeable, as 

^^Ctbe Saviour Himself says. Behold^ behold^ I am, and I 

K la. change noi^: and Paul writes, Jesus Christy the same yes^ 
ierday, and to^ay, and /or ever: but in that body which 
was drcnmdsed, and carried about, and which ate and 
drank, and laboured, and was nailed to the tree and suf- 
fered, there dwelt the impassible and incorporeal Word of 
God. This body was that which was laid in the tomi), 

^^^ when He went (not that He was parted from it ^) to preach 
also io the spirits inprison, as Peter said*. 

6. And this gives a complete proof of the folly of those 
who say that the Word was changed into bones and flesh. 
For if tliat were so, there would have been no need of a 
sepulchre : for the body would have gone by its own power 
to preach to the spirits in Hades. But now He Himself 
went to preach, but the body was wrapt by Joseph in 
linen, and deposited in Golgotha ^ : and it was made clear 
to all that the body was not the Word, but was the Word's 
body. And it was this body which, after it had risen from 
tlie dead, Thomas handled \ and saw in it the print of the 
niuls which the Word Himself endured when He saw them 
fised into His own body, and, when He could have hin- 
dered them, hindered them not, but appropriated"* to Him- 

V Athaiuuiitis fuvmii hrra to mix up tli^ iiide, nnd the wound-prints of the 

8. iMke 24. 39 with Mai. 3. G. nftila. 

^ M^ YM^#0(2r aitrov ii not fiMind "* 'ISioiroicirtf, a favourite plimse of 

in all MS8., nor in Kpiphaniiui, and Athanajiius: nve de Inram. Verbi, H, 

majr Teiy likely have been a firi^**", in- ** He . . . approprlMtes the UhI)*;'* ib. 

tptiiled to inMrd the truth tliat the .11 : and Onit. c. Arian. iii. Xi, **Tlie 

** IVmonal Union" wan ne%*er for an Word having* appropriated the affec- 

inxtant bntkeii; c. Apollki. ii. 15. tiona of the fliiih:'* and ib. iii. ,18. 

* See thin text parepliraaed. c. 8ee tielow, c. Apollin. i. 12, 13. It is 
Apollin. U. S. adopted bjr ('>Til of Alex. Apol. adv. 

^ 8ce 8. John 19.41. Orient. 12 (Piisey, p. 372). Conip. 

* Bp. ad Max. 2 1 and see 8. C>Til Kp. ad Nest. 2, *«'lle made our btwly 
Alex, de rerta fide ad The<»d. c. 42. titw,** It Is equivalent to WircMv. 
(INiscy, p. 144) that Tliomas spoke #ia«, c. Apollin. ii. IS. 

•fter **neasorlng** with lilt finger 



^ ," T~'iii iiiipii 11 , - ,„| , mimmw^m^i^g.vt^mmmmmmmimmmtm'mmm^^'mm 



In what sense Us sufferings were His* 



S3 



self what belonged to the body as belonging to Himself, 
tlie incorporeal Word. Thus, when the body was being 
struck by the officer, He said as if Himself suffering, fFky 8. John 
smitesi thou Me? and although the Word was by na- 
ture intangible, nevertheless He said, / gave My back to Im. Mi 
scourgeSf and My cheeks to buffets, and I turned not away 
My face from shameful spitting. For " what the human 
body of the Word was suffering, this the Word, being 
present with it, referred to Himself, that we might be 
enabled to partake of the Godhead * of the Word. And it 
was a marvel ' that He was the one suffering and not suf- 
fering: suffering, because that body suffered which was 
His own, and He was in it while it suffered^: yet not suf- 
feringy because the Word, being by nature God, is impas- 
sible '. And the incorporeal One Himself was present in 
the passible body, and the body had in itself the impassible 
AVordf who was abolishing the infirmities of the body 
itself. And this He was doing, and thus it came to pass, 
in order that He, receiving what was ours, and offering 
it up in sacrifice, might abolish it*, and thereafter might 
clothe us with what was His, and cause the Apostle to 
say. This corruptible must put on incorruption, and this I Cor. 15. 
mortal must put on immortality. 

" Quoted by Thcoduret, Dial. ill. p. siicli antitlionoii ara nutliinif biit un- 

238. (!f. He Inrarn. Verbi, 18: Onit. meaning' MKinds/' Ini«|ce vf Clirist, 

c Ari. iii. 31, 32. p. 220 K. T. 

» IVrliapM an ailuMon to 2 IVt. 1.4. ^ Tliat lie "nuflTerMl and ilid nut unf. 

c UapdBo^or, On thiiie "paratloxni frr '* (as S. AnibruM »)*», de Incani. 

of the Incarnation, dear to faith,*' Doni. Sacr. 30), U rc|N«t«Hi in c Apol. 

( Dorner) coinp. Atli. c. A]Millin. 1.11. lin. i. 1 1. Conip. C)Til, Quod uinis ait 

8«h; too Hii>poiytU8 c. Noct. 18: IliUry Chriatiw, 7G6, A. Ihiscy, p. 407: it be. 

de Trinit. ii. 25: tiie ** (Clementine Iii- ing aat^ed, liow ctiuld tlie scIf-Mime 

turg;)'" in IIammond*aliitiir(ci(*s I'^HC. botii autfer and not suffer? he an- 

and *Weat. p. 7 : (■reg'. Nax. Onit. 20. iwren, Being impassible as Go«i, He 

10, EpiMt. 101 : Greg. N)'a.Hen, quoted assumed passible flesh and made it 

by Cyril Alex. Apoi. adv. Orient, c. 12: His own, tliat the sufferinff might be 

and otlier passag««, quoted ib. 4: see called His, because it was lib bo«Iy and 

also (■lir}'S(»stom quoted by Cyril ad not another's that suffered, llcnce 

Arcadian), &c 40. A. (I'usey, p. 1G5): it was ** God's body,** c. Apoll. t. 10. 

the Sermon of I'roclus on the Incama- So Newman, Serm. vi. 74 : *' Tliat 

tion, : Cyril himself. Quod unus sit face, so nithlessly smitten, was the 

Christus, (I'usey, p. 357 :) Augustine, face of G<n1 Himself," &e. 

Serm. 101 ; the Tome of Ijco, 5 : and ' So Cyril calls him ** tlie Impas- 

extrarts in Athanasian Treatises, rol. iible one," Kp. ad Nest. 2. 

ii. p. 440. Oostcneee says, '* For him ' I.e. offering it upas mortal, might 

who denit*s either the Ktemal (todhead thus secure man's rdoaso from death, 

or the true Humanity of the LonI, de Incam. VtTbi, 8. 
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7. And this took place \ not by a fiction, as some hare 
thought, God forbid! but the Saviour having really and in 
truth become man, salvation was effected for the whole 
of man. For if, as they say, it was by a fiction that the. 
Word was in the body, and what is said to be by a fic- 
tion is merely imaginary*, then the so-called salvation and ^'j 
resurrection of men is found to take place only in sem- 
blance*, as according to the impious Manichceus^ held. 
But indeed, our salvation is no imagination ; nor is it the 
body only, but the whole man', soul and body in truth, that 
has attained to salvation in the Word Himself. So then 
that which was derived from Mary was by nature human % 
according to the Divine Scriptures : and the body of the 
Lord was real : but it was real ))ecau8e it was the same as 
our own ^: for Mary was our sister, since we are all from 
Adam. And this no one can doubt, who remembers what 
Luke wrote. For after He rose again from the dead, when 
some thought that they were not seeing the Lord in the 
1x>dy derived from Mary, but were beholding a spirit in- 
stead of Him, He said. Behold My hands and My/eetf and 
iAe prints of the nails*, that it is I Myself; handle Me and 
see, for a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see Me have: 
mnd when He had thus said. He shewed unto them His 
hands and His feet. Whereby also they can be refuted 
who have dared to say that the Lord was changed into 
flesh and bones. For He said not, As ye see Me '^ being" 
flesh and bones, but, ^ having '' them, in order that the 
Word Himself might not be thought to have been con- 

• Rrad at the CcmncU of Epiicstu, is rcffrml to, c. ApoU. i. 3. Cf. 8. 

ir. 1185. Aiiff. Confess. Ub. Fatli. p. 325. 

wUu See c. Apollin. i. 8, 16. ' Set c. Apollin. i. 5. 

r«i,Ep.adAd«Ipli.8. Sccc. * Quoted by Tlieodorct, Imt laxljr, 

jli»illiuLS,3;U.lS. 8o Basil sap. Dial. i. p. 80. 

■*T1iii iflspimis notion r^r Boir^trcMf ^ Tliat is to say, Deny Ctirist's 

la Bat ti anrh recent date,*' Epist. Bodv to be of liuman origrin, and you 

SSI. t. 8c« Cyril Alex, de recta fide fall ineriUbly into Docetism. Some 

ad Tlwodoa. e. 9. (I*iisey, p. 22) tliat if fiftv yean before, Atlianasius luid 

mr Lord'a Manhood were not real, all written, ** He takes to Himself a body, 

ChrbtiMi faith woald become unreal : and that body not alien to our own,** 

(jfliC ■• Tcrtallfain liad contended De Incam. Verbi, 8. Cf. S.Basil, Ep. 

B^t^tm^ th9 early •■Docetism,'* adr. 261. 

Itefc iii. S: ao S. Iren«tis, iv. 83 : see « Here he mixes up part of 8. John 

ab» Cyril of Jcrnaalem, Catoch. ir. 9. 20. 25 w'.th hb quoUtion from 8. \ i 

ia.S7.) lAikc. < ^ 
f Ia Manes. Manicliean Docetism 
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verted into them, but might be believed to be Himself 
possessed of them, both before His death and after His 
resurrection. 

8. These points being thus proved, it is superfluous to 
proceed to touch on the others, and treat of them at all ; 
since the body, in which the Word was, was not coessen- 
tial with the Godhead, but truly born of Mary : and the 
Word Himself was not converted into bone and flesh. 
For what is said by John, The Word became flesh \ hasS.Jobii 
this meaning, as indeed we can ascertain this from Ian- 
guhge which is like it : for it is written in Paul, Christ be^ OaL X 
came a curse for us^. And as He did not Himself become 
a curse, but is said to have become a curse because He 
took on Himself the curse for us : so also He became flesh, 
not by being changed into flesh, but because He assumed 
living flesh for us^ and became man. For to say. The 
Word became fleshy is just the same as to say, *^Tlie Word 
became man V' according to the text in Joel, / will pour f od i. 
out of My Spirit upon ail flesh : for the promise did not 
extend to the irrational animals, but is addressed to men, 
for whose sake also the Lord became man. Such, tlien, 
being the meaning of this expression, all those persons 
will with good reason be self-condemned who have thought 
that the flesh which came from Mary existed before her, 
and tlint l)cfore her the Word had a kind of human soul \ 
and had always existed in it before He came to sojourn in 

<* QikiUhI by Tlioodnrct, Dial, i. Anath.5. SeoGrefC.Njii.RpUt. 101. 

p. 43. ** U thoy iiiftUt on ' the Wonl Ik*. 

* So in Ornt. c, Ari.- H. 47. tlint came fleHli' . . . and on that account 

llt^ took on iiiin tlic cuirc which we ncrajie away the nobl4*Ht |iart of man 

liad incurred. Comp. (')Til Alex, (as shm*malcen do witli tlie tliickiT 

QikhI uniw sit ('liristus, 71U A. I'nsey, part of tlieir leather) iliat tli«7 may 

p. 341. that lie biH*ame a curse by f^lue t«if:ether God and flesh,*' &c. Ho 

beinic nH:koned amouf? sinners, and cites John 17. 2, I's. (S5. 3, 145, 21, 

that this presup]M»ses Ilis ha^'ingf be* to show that flesh is put by syneciioche 

come Man. for man. He compares ** («'hrhit was 

' Accordinfc to this, the expression, made sin** or ** a curse,*' in that He 

A became H, or A is H, would mean took on Him **sin,** and, a ** curse.'* 

tlmt A took to himself or itself B, or In Tlieodoret*B first Dbilofcue, Kran- 

n wa.H 8U]H*raddiMi to A. Istes objects to Orthodox for interpre- 

t Strictly, however, this is another tiiifc *' became*' by ** assumed.*' 
explanation of triip^ iyhtro^ unless ^ Dor ner says that A poUinaris view- 

'* man*' is used in the sense of man- eil the Word as the eternal an*het)*p6 

ho<Ml. Comp. Athan. Orat. c. Arian. of humanity. Pereou of Christ, i. i. 

iii. 30. '* became flesh** expUined as 37i. 
** becoming man.*' So Cyril, Kx|dan. 






S6 Ofy'ection astoa^ QuaiertUiy ^^ 

m the world. And they too will be silenced who have said 
*** that the flesh was not capable of death ^, but that it was 
of an immortal nature* For if He did not die^ how was 
r. it that Paul delivered to the Corinthians ihai which also 
Me received, ihai Chriti died for our sine according io the 
Scr^wree f And how did He at all riee again, unless He 
had died ? And they will be put to confusion who have 
ciren entertained the thought, that if the body were said to 
be from Mary, a Quatemity would be substituted for the 
Trinity: ^for,** they say, '^if we call the body coessential 
with the Word, the Trinity remains a Trinity, for the 
Word does not introduce anything foreign into it ; but if 
we say that tlie body which came from Mary was human, 
then* since the body is essentially foreign (to the Word,) 
and the Word is in the body, a Quaternity is necessarily 
aobstituted for a Trinity on account of the addition of the 
body.** 

9. When they say this, they do not consider how they 
contradict themselves. For even if they say that the body 
was not from Mary, but was itself coessential with the 
Word, not the less will they herein be proved to be, on 
their own shewing, asserting a Quaternity, the very point 
on which they hypocritically insist, apparently lest they 
should be supposed to hold such opinions. For as the 
Son, being, according to the fathers^ coessential with the 
Father, is not Himself the Father, but is called a coessen- 
tial Son, in regard to the Father^ ; so the ^^coessential body 
of the Word** is not the Word Himself, but is different 
from the Word : and since it is different, then on their 
shewing iheir Trinity will be a Quaternity ' : for it is not 
the true and really perfect and undivided Trinity which 
veceives an addition, but only the Trinity conceived of by 
them. And how can they be any longer Christians, since 

I On the nararan^r mortal dinmrtfT They were a section of the Monophy. 

flf ovr LoriTs Body, see Atlian. Orat. sites; they insisted on Acts 2. 27, 

€, Arian. iL 66, tliat to the iNwIy (i. e. wronfcly inferring from it (see Ijeon- 

aa aMWtd by Him) death belonprcd, tins, in llaliand. xii. 679) tliat Christ's 

(aw Bote in toe. Atlian. Treat, ii. 875) bmty was of itself not liable either to 

■Ml ib. BL 56, that He assumed a Inidy death itr to wear and tear. 

bjr nnlwne mortal. Tliis was after- ^ 8o Hilary de Trin. iv. 6. 

tranb fknied by the Aphtliartodo. > Compare c. Apdlin. i. 9. 
crtSy in wImmw error Justinian died. 
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implies cor^usion of thought. 37 

they conceive of a different God from the existing God ? 
For, again, even in that other sophism of theirs one may 
discern the greatness of their folly. For if", because it 
stands written in the Scriptures that the Saviour's body was 
from Mary and was human, they think that a Quaternity 
is asserted instead of a Trinity, on the ground that an 
addition takes place on account of the body, they go 
far astray by placing the thing made on a footing of equa- 
lity with the Maker, and imagining that the Godhead can 
receive an addition : and they Jcnow not that it was not 
for the sake of an addition to the Godhead that the Word 
became flesh, but that the flesh might rise again : nor was 
it for the Word's own improvement that He came forth 
from Mar}% but that He might redeem the race of men. 
How tlien can they think that the body, redeemed and 
quickened through the Word, can make any addition to 
tlie Godhead of the Word who redeemed it ? On the con- 
trary, the human body itself has received a great addition 
by the Word's fellowship and union with it : for instead 
of mortal, it has become immortal; and whereas it was 
animal ", it has become spiritual ; and whereas it came from 
the earth, it has passed through the doors of heaven. But 
the Trinity, even now that the Word received a body from 
Mary, is a Trinity, not receiving addition or diminution, 
but is ever perfect, and in Trinity is acknowledged one 
Godhead % and so in the Church is proclaimed one God, 
the Father of the Word p. 

10. From this consideration they also will hencefor>vard 
be silenced who have ever said that He who came forth 
from Mary was not Himself the Christ and Lord and God^. 

"• Qudted by Tlieodoret, Dial. il. of the Trinity, speaks of It in tliia 

p. 137. sense, as ** recapitulated into Unity," 

" '¥vx^it6v, iinKpiritiial, as in S. Pkul*s Orat. G. 23. Compare Liddim, Ikiuip. 

use, 1 Cur. 2. 14 ; 15. 44. liect.p.4:ii;andNewman*sStfrmonM, 

«* Com|mre Tom. l.ad Afr. 11. vi. 58, *'Tlie (creat safe^cuard t4> the 

9 The Father beiiif^ the ** fount of doctrine of our Lford*s Divinity is the 

G<Mlhead." On the sense in which the doctrine of His Siinship.** And again. 

Father is called ** the only tnie GinI*' ib. ri. 858, ** First we read that God 

&c. see Newman's Arians, p. 180, and Is one ; next, that He has an Only- 

Athanas. Treatises i. 45. Tliis is the beaten Son ; further, that this . . • 

principle of the * Munarciib.' It Is Sou ... the Word ... is God." 
represented by the Unipiafce of tlie ^ He now turns to the tlieory of an 

Te Deuni ; and Grcfi^>ry of NasUnxiis, assticiation between the Divine Wonl 

while anlently insbting on tlie reality and a merely human Christ, and in 






S8 Ckriii i$ Himielf God Incarnate, 

i9 For, if He was not God in a body, how woa it that at once 
[ai^ after He had proceeded from Mary, He was called Emma- 
k nuel^ which i$, being interpreted, Ood with u$? or how, if 
the Word was not in the flesh, did Pbul write to the 
1. 9. Romans, of whom is Christ according to the flesh, who is over 
all, God blessed /or ever^, Amen ? Let them therefore who 
have formerly denied the Crucified to be God, acknowledge 
their error, yielding to the divine Scriptures, and especially 
to Thomas, who, after seeing in Him the prints of the nails, 
cto cried out, 3/y Lord and my God*/ For the Son^ being 
^^ God, and Lord of glory, was in that body which was igno- 
L miniously pierced with nails, and treated with dishonour : 
. And the body suffered indeed, when it was pierced on the 
wood, and from its side flowed blood and water; yet, being 
the temple of the Word, it continued to be filled with the 
Godhead. On this account, then, the sun seeing its Maker 
endure this in the body which was being outraged, con- 
' tnicted its rays, and darkened the earth ; and the body it- 
self, having a mortal nature, transcended its own nature 
by rising again, because of the Word present in it ; and its 
natural power of corruption was arrested, and having put 
on the super-human Word, it became incorruptible. 

11* And as to the imagination of those who say, that as 
the Word came to each of the prophets ^, so too He came 



nmpUct materUU for the refu- " Sec on the Tome, c. 7. llilAry 

tatioaoiNc«torUiiism,a8inc.Ap<>lUu. notices this tlicory in dc Trin. x. 21, 

L IS. So does Epipluiniiu In an atl- and adds, *' Cum ipse ille Fdius lio- 

nirable passage of Haer. 77, 39 ; be- minis ipse sit qui et Filius Dei, quia 

fCfaminic with a disclaimer of "two totus hominis Filius totus Dei Filius 

CItfists,'* be goes on, ** Tlie selfsame sit : quAin ridicule pncter Dei Filium 

was God and man. Not as if He qui Verbum caru factum est, alium 

dwelt in a man, but that He Himself nesdo quern tanquam prophctam Ver- 

nan wholly. Not that He bo Dei animatum pnedicabimus I" 

a man who was advanced to God. Cyril,adv.Onent.c.l. (lhwey,p.27n.) 

'/* lie ct*n9un» ** those who say that the 

' ** God blessed for ever," in this Word came into a holy man, as into 

test, is understood by Athanasius of one of tlin prophets, but that the 

"CbrkC,'*seecApollin. i. 10; Orat. Christ and the Word of God, who 

c Arian. L 10, 11, 24 ; iv. I ; Ep. ad wns the Fatlier's S<m before tiie ages, 

Serapi. L 2S. See liddon, Bamp. were diflfcrent from each other." See 

LeeC. p. 313. C)Til, *<Quo<l unus sit Christus," 751. 

*_iing, Nai. urged tluit He was (I'usey, p. 38G.) Nestorians endea- 

la flesh after His Resurrection, youred to meet the objection, ** You 

He eoeld not have been handled, make the rebition between God and 

101. Christ ejusdem generis with that be- 

~* ChMled by Theodoret, DUU UL tween God and one of the Prophets," 

|L SMU by saying that Christ had in fulursa 
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not a mere human organ of the Word. 
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to a certain man born of Mary, it is auperflous to examine, 
it, for this wild notion of theirs carries its confutation on . . 
its face. For if it was in this sense that He came, why 
was tliis Man born of a Virgin, and not himself also of man • 
and woman 7 For it was in this latter way that each of the 
saints was bom. Or why, if it was thus that the Word 
came, is not the death of every saint said to have taken 
place ** for us,'' but only the death of this Man ? And why, 
if the Word sojourned with each one of the prophets, is it 
said in regard to Mary's Son alone, that He sojourned once iieb. 0* 
at the completion of the ages f Or why, if He came as Ho ^'^ 
came in the saints of former times, did not all those others 
rise again after death ? Why was it Mary's Son alone, tiiat 
rose again the third day ? Or why, if the Word came just 
as He came to the rest, is Mary's Son alone called Em- 
manuel, in that she had given birth to a body filled with 
Godhead? For Emmanuel signifies God with ui. Or 
why, if it was thus that He came, is not; He Himself 
spoken of as eating and drinking, and labouring, and 
dying, in the case of every saint who ate and drank, and 
laboured, and died, and not solely in the case of Mary's 
Son ? For what His body sufTcrcd is spoken of as if He 
Himself sudered it\ And whereas of all the others it is 
only said that tliey were born and died, of Mary's Son 
only it is said, And the Word became flesh. 

12. Whence it appears that to all the others the Word 
came in order that they should prophesy : but from Mary 
the Word Himself took flesh and came forth as Man, being 
in His nature and His essence 3^ the Word of God, but ac- 

vrhnt they had in measure: Cyril re- lonfjf respectively to His Godhead or 
plies, tliat on tliis view Clirist excels His Manhood are predicated of His 
the prophets simply ** in quantity of One Person, who is l>oth God and 
frraoc/' &c. ComjMure note on tlic Man. Tlicrcfore those wliich belonic 
Tome, c. 7. to manhood may be freely ascribed to 
* ThiH is the ** antidosis '* or **com. Hhn as God, and tliose widch htXan^ 
municntio idiomatum," (to yj^m teolu to Godhead may be ascribed to Him 
nical phrases,) consequent on tlie per- as Man. Tlie ** commuuicatio ** eon- 
sonal union of Godhead and Manhood sists merely in tlib, tliat tliey all be- 
in the one Christ. See 8. Tlio. Aquin. longr to tiie same Person. See above, 
Sum. 3. IG. 4, 5 ; Hooker, v. 53. 4 ; c. U. In the text Athanasius dearly 
Pearson on Creed, (art. 4.) vol. i. atimiU tliat the Word Himself did in 
p. 328 ; AthanasUn Trmtises, ii. 443, His humanity ** Ubour and die.** 
ni>te ; Bp. Forbes on Nicene Creed, ^ On the Atluuuudan use of •^(a 
p. Sl)G ; I#iddon, liamp. liOct. p. S58. and ^vorir for our liord's Divine nature 
All the titles or properties which be- sec Newman, Atli. Treat. U. 313, 
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GO Happy end of disputes at Corinth* 

A» cording to the flesh made inan% from the seed qf David 
iJ and the flesh of Mary, as Paul said. This is He whom the 

^ Father manifested, saying at the Jordan and on the moun- 

klfatt. taan^ This is My beloved Son, in Whom I am well pleased. 

1^ I j^ ^ This is He whom the Arians have denied, but we recognize 
and worship, not dividing the Son and the Word, but 
knowing that the Word Himself is the Son% through whom 
all things were made and we were redeemed. Therefore 
we wondered how any controversy at all rose up among 
yoa as to things so manifest. But thanks to the Lord, in 
proportion to the pains which we felt in reading your mi- 
nutes, was our pleasure when we came to the end. For 
the parties separated in agreement with each other, and 
were at peace in the confession of the pious and orthodox 
faith. And this fact has persuaded me, after I had pre- 
viously considered the matter at length, to write this short 
letter; for I took account of this, that possibly my silence 
might cause pain instead of joy to those who by their 
agreement gave us occasion for rejoicing. So I beg your 
Piety in the first place, and the hearers in the second, to 
accept this letter with a good feeling, and if there be there- 
in anjrthing defective as to true religion, to correct it and 
to inform me. And if it has been written otherwise than 
the subject demands, or in an imperfect way, as by a man 

Gar. unskilled in speech, I beg that all will excuse my rudeness 

*• ^ as to speaking \ 

Salute all the brethren who are with you. All tliose 
who are with us salute you. May you live in health in the 
Lord, beloved and truly longed-for. 

ThMtsTlieol.aiidEccI. p.S05 (T. Yet Union to involve no confusion, he 

a bnman f^it b admitted in Orat. c adores Clirist as one Son even after 

ArL iiL SS. tiie Incarnation. 

* Tbeudoret repeatedly asserts his * Here be seems to allude to the 

beBcf in this Penonal Unity. So he MarcclUan and PliotinUn notion tliat 

writes to Renatus, a Roman presbyter; tlie Word was not the Son from eter. 

** I kaow BO other Son of God than nity ; that the Sonship belonged to 

Wm who b Son of Man,** Epist. 116. the man Jesus as the specUl organ of 

8« Ep. iW, that he is calumnUted as the Word. See c 9. 
if he did not believe In the Unity of ^ In Ep. ad Scrap, i. 33, he alludes 

(Huist while eofordng the dbtinction to some who called hU argument, 

flesh and Godhead : so in Ep. ** poor and weak.** So in his Ep. ad 



]0<, h» asmres PlavUn of Constant!. Monachos 1, 3, he calh liimself weak 
that wiiUe he maintains the by nature and unlearned. 
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ATIIANASIUS' LETTER TO ADELPHIUS. 

INTKODfCTIOX. 

CsKTAiif Arinns, it apimiri, had frndiuUIy come to deny tlMi existence of « 
human mml in the Clirist : a4»ordin|f to tiiem, a created ** Divinity** filled 
itii place : and they cimtrndcd tliat on no other auppoaitlon could adoration 
Im due to Christ*! Humanity. " If/* they said, *■ you hold tiiat He has our 
humanity in its complete form, your worship of Him must be idoktrooa :** 
not seeing* tluit the Catholics adored Him as a Dirine Person w1m> had aa- 
Kunied Manhood, and tliat they, with their belief In the unreality of Ub 
Ciodliead, could make out no case for adorin^f Him at all. 

Athanasiiis wrote on this subject to Adelphius, bbhop of Onuphis, who had 
sat in tlie Council of Alexandria, after bh return from his place of exile 
-in the Tlicbaid, Hist. Ari. 7i, and who after Athanasius* deatli was one of 
rl(*ven bishops banished by Valens to Dlociesarra*. (Rplpli. Hier. 7i» 11.) 
Tlie hater is very explicit on tiie adoration due to Christ*! Humanity as In- 
separable from His Divine IVrson : and by its teaching, say the Benedic- 
tines, Atlianasius pUinly ** condemns both Nestorius and Butycbes, kmK 
**b«*fore the rise of their respective heresies; Nestorius, by sigring thai 
*' Christ is not to be divided Into two t and Butyches, by nialntalnlnic the 
•* nature of Christ to be entire and dbtinct." Cf. Tiitenont, vUL 172. 

Tlie (Ute of tlie letter is about 371. 



ATHANASIUS TO ADELPHIUS. 

1. Having read what your Piety has written, we sin- 
cerely approved your piety towards Christ. In the first 
place we glorified God, who had given you so much grace 
as to have a right judgment, and also, as far as possible, 
not to be ignorant of the devices qf the devil: in the next 9 Cor. t. 
place we marvelled at the perversity of the heretics, seeing ''* 
how they have fallen so far into a pit of impiety as no 
longer even to preserve their perceptions, but to have 
their minds corrupted at every point. Now this attempt 

* Here, they mreived a letter fmm but afterwards tltey wrote against him 

some clerics of Marcellus, and were (see Pacundus pro Helens, iv. %) and 

al»u for a time deceived by the pro- received a letter of thanks from 8. 

fessions of AiH>llinaris, so that Add. Basil, EpbL 90$. 
phius and another wrote in his favour ; 
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GSt AriauM havtk come to deny the Manhood, 

18 at onoe a suggestion of the devil, and an imitation of 
the wicked Jews. For as they, when convicted on every 
pointy devised pretexts to their own ruin, so as simply to 
deny the Lord, and draw down on themselves the evils 
which had been predicted; in the same way also these 
men, seeing themselves held up to obloquy on all sides, 
and observing that their heresy has become abhorred by 
^ all men, become inventors of evil things, so that by not 
desisting from their fightings against the truth, they may 
remain in truth fighters against Christ. For whence has 
this mischief also sprung up among them? How is it that 
they have at all dared to utter this new insult against the 
Saviour ? But, as it seems, the impious man is a wicked 
^ creature, and really reprobate concerning the faith. For 
formerly, while denying the Godhead of the Only-begotten 
Son of God, they pretended that at any rate they acknow- 
ledged His coming in the flesh ;^ but now, taking a down- 
ward course little by little, they have fallen away from even 
this opinion of theirs, and are become godless at all points, 
so as neither to recognize Him as God, nor to believe that 
He became Man. For had they believed this, they would 
not have uttered such things as your Piety has written 
down to their condemnation. 

2. Tou indeed, O beloved and truly longed for, have 
acted in accordance with the Church's tradition and with 
piety towards the Lord, by confuting, exhorting, and re- 
buking men like these. But since, being stimulated by 
their father the devil, they, as the Scripture says, have not 
known nor understood, but walk on in darkness, let them 
learn from your Piety that such 'misbelief as theirs comes 
firom Valentinus and Marcion and Manichocus*: some of 

^ Tiiiftw0mpKwwmp0vffiaM, A** very copies this: when Emnlstes savi 

frv^nent phinie ** with AthaiMsiiis, that the Word did not assume flesh, 

sec Athan. Treat. Ub. Path. i. 852 ; Orthodox answers, ** As far as I see. 

Dote on Orat. c. Arian. i. 40 ; and we have to contend against partisans 

bdow e. 6, 8. Cjrril of Jemsalem of Valentinus, and Marrion, and 

Mset it for the first Adrnit in Caterh. Manes,'* Dial. I. p. 29. It became 

xil. 15. for Christ's Humanity in ill. usual to call the Eutyrhians followers 

11. Epiphanias uses it for Christ's of Valentinus, see Fleury, b. 29. 

HaMuinity, User. 77. 18, 19, 32; for c. 29; Gore's Tioo the Great, p. CO, 

His life as man, lb. 77. 26. In series of <«The Patbers for EngUsk 

« See c. Apollin. i. 12. and cf. Readers." 
EpipteB* Hier. 77. 25. Tbcodorct 
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and approach to Gnostic error. G3 

whom brought in the notion of ''semblance'*' instead of 
reahty, and others, dividing what cannot be divided, denied 
that the Word became flesh and dwelt among us. WhyflLJttha 
then, since they think with those men, do they not also ^* ^^ 
take up the inheritance of their names ? For.' it is reason- 
able that they should bear the names of those whose error 
they hold, so as to be hereafter called Valentinians and 
Marcionitcs and Manicheans; and perhaps in that case 
they might be brought to stiame by the ill-sounding appella- 
tions, and enabled to see into what a depth of impiety they 
have fallen. And it would be but just' to give them no 
further answer, according to the Apostle's. exhortation, ^ tics. 
heretic after a first and second admonition r^'ect, knowing ^^ 
that such a one is subverted, and sinneth, being selfcon- 
demned : especially because the Prophet also says of such 
persons. The fool will speak foolish things, and his heart Im. 39. 
will imagine vain things. But since, after the example of ^ 
their leader, they themselves also go about like lions, seek-' \ g. 11^ 
ing whom among the simple they may devour, it has there- ^* ^ 
fore become necessary for us to reply to your Piety, that 
the brethren, being again instructed by your admonition, 
may condemn yet more fully the vain talking of these 
men. 

3. We do not "worship a creature*;'' God forbid! for 
such error as that belongs to Heathens^ and to Arians'; but 

' ^6tai<n», conip, Ep. ad Epict. 7 ; wontliippcd Emmiinuel as a nicro 

c. AiM)llin. L 3; H. 12; roc Ornt. c. man, they would fall into Hcathciii»h 

Ariaii. ii. 70, ** He took tnie flesh, idoUtiy: (alluding: to the then pr«>va- 

thouprh Vnlentinus may rave." lent notion tlwt many of the Pai^ans* 

* Tlic pi^nons in quoxtion arf?ue<l, frints were deiAed men, Atlian. e. 

" If ytHi ascribe to the Christ, whom Gcntcs, 0.) 

YOU adore, a really human nature, you ^ Tlie Arian worship of the Son, 

invest that humanity with the quality considered as a crmiture, thouf^h the 

of adorableness, and in tliis sensi! you eldest and hif^hest of creatures, was 

worship a creature.'* So (lrc*g. Nax. formal idohitry, as the Fathers rep«*at- 

intiinntes that the Apollinarians call- edly urf^cd. E. g:* Athan. Ep. iEg>. 

Cfl the Catholics Man-worshipuers, 13 ; Hist. Ari. SO ; de Syn. 50, Orat. 

Epist. 101. Ho himself says, ** If any c. Ari. i. 8; iii. 16. So Epiplianius 

one does not worship the Cnicificd, tersely arfoies, *' If He Is not true 

let him l»e anathema, and ranked with God, He u not adorable ; and If He 

the Deicides,*' ib. See c. Anollin. U created, He Is not God. And if 

1. 21. Tlie |Nissaire in the text is also He is not adorable, why b He called 

translated in Dr. Pusey*s I^enten Ser- Divine (9««X97fiTci)? dease then, you 

mons, p. 440, and his Letter to Bp. who have afcain set up tlie image of 

Blomfield, p. 157. Nebuchadnentarl** Hier.C9. 81. See 

' See Cyril Alex, de recta fide ad too Peter in Tlicod. Iv. 22, tliat Arians 

Thcod. 31. (Pusey, p. 08.) tlat if men worship ** a new God," (alluding to 
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64 fFe worship the San ai Incarnate. 

wonbip the Lord of creation as Incarnate, the Word of 
God. For although the flesh, considered by itself, is a por- 
tion of the things created, yet it has become God's Body^. 
And we neither divide this body, being such, from the Word, 
and worship it by itself; nor do we, while wishing to wor- 
ship the Word, set Him far off from the flesh. But, know- 
ing, as we said before, that the Word became flesh, so do 
we recognize Him as God even although He came to exist 
in flesh. Who, then, is so senseless as to say to the Lord, 
•'Withdraw from the body, that I may worship Thee*?*' 
or who is so impious as to say to Him, with the senseless 
Jews, on account of the body, IVhertfore dosi Thou, being 
a man, make thyself God F But not such was the mind of 
the leper; for he worshipped God as existing in a body, 
and knew that it was God, saying. Lord, if Thou wilt, 

^ Thou canst make me clean. And he neither, because of 
the flesh, deemed the Word of God to be a creature, nor 
did he, because the Word was the Framer ^ of all creation, 
set at nought the flesh which He had put on; but he wor- 
shipped the Creator of the universe as in a created temple,— 

•.Ml and he was cleansed. So too the woman with the issue of 
blood, after believing, and simply touching the hem of 

A. Ml His garment, was healed ; and the sea with its foaming 
billows listened to the Word Incarnate, and ceased from its 
raging: and the man blind from birth was healed by the 
Word with the spittle of His flesh. And, what is greater 
and more astonishing, (for this perhaps has caused those 



Pft. 80. 9). See other quotations Apol. adr. Orient. 1 1 , (Pusey, p. 373.) 

lo Moiler on Tlieory of Develop- Becaiue He wliose body it was, since 

mctit, p. 74 : and ib. p. 78, ** Idolatry He liad assumed it, was no other than 

eoold not attach to the Arian Idea God the Word, tlierefore it was 

In Its application : for as far as our ** God's Body.** Cyril ouoted this 

Lord was the object of their wor. for the Personal Union, the identity 

ihlp, they were not idolatrous. It of the Christ with the Eternal Son, 

attached to it in its substance. The as opposed to the (Nestorian) idea 

position was in itself an idolatrous of an association, exceptionally close, 

floe. It supposed a being who wss between the Son of God anil a per- 



not to be supposed,** &c. sonally human Christ. Apolllnaris 

^ Cf.Epict.6; Max. 2; cApolIin.i. misused this expression as if "God's 

a, 10, 18 ; 11. 14 ; see Ormt. c. Arian, flesh" were equivalent to **God," 

B. 61 ; and ib. liL 31, "though He GalUnd. xii. 704. 

was God, He had a body of His own." ' Epiphanius, in 374, imiUted this. 

Cyril Alex, claims "our blessed father " Let no one, then, say to the Only. 

Atfaanasios as saying that the body of begotten, * Imv aside the body, that 

Cbrist was the Word's own body, but I may adore Tliee.* " Ancorat. 51. 

mi a wooMii akin to our own :*' ^ A^/umt^p. Cf.c 4 : ad Alros, 5. 
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He is not less adorable because incarnate. 65 
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most impious men to stumble :) even when the Lord was 
hanging on the Cross itself, (for the body was His, and in* 
it was the Word) the sun was darkened^ and the earth 8. UAm 
trembled, the rocks rent, and the veil of the temple was ^^^^ 
rent, and many bodies of the saints who slept arose ^ S7. ftl. 

4. Now these things did take place, and no one doubted, 
as now the Arians dare to do, whether it was right to 
trust the Word Incarnate : but even while seeing a man, 
they recognized Him as being their Maker ; and while hear- 
ing a human voice, they did not say, on account of what 
was human, that the Word was a creature, but rather 
trembled, and none the less acknowledged Him than if He 
were speaking out of a holy temple. How then is it that 
the impious men do not fear lest, as they did not like Rom. i. 
to retain God in their knowledge, they may be delivered to '^* 
a reprobate mind, to do the things that are not befitting f 
For the creature does not worship a creature "* : nor again 
did it, on account of the flesh, decline to worship its own 
Creator : but it saw its own Maker in a body, and in the Pha. n. 
Name of Jesus Christ every knee bowed, and what is more, ^^' '^* 
will bow, qf things in heaven, and things on earth, and 
things under the earth; and every tongue shaU confess, even 
though it may not please the Arians, that Jesus Christ is 
the Lord, to the glory of God the Father. For the flesh 
brought no dishonour to the Word, God forbid ! but ra- . 
ther has itself been glorified by Him. Nor when the Son, 
existing in the form of God, took on Him the form o/ a lu e» 7. 
servant, was His Godhead diminished"; but rather He 
Himself became the Liberator of all flesh and all creation. 
And further, if God sent forth His Son, bom of a woman, GaL 4.4. 
that event brings us no shame, but rather glory and great 
grace. For He became Man, that He might make us di- 

• 

' So Ep. Maxim. 2, Divine powen, tlie full etjo/ment of 

"* A repetition of what he says In Divine gloTy, the *' status majestatis 

Orat. c Arian. ii. 28. suffi," Origen de Princ. iL 6. 1. See 

* Comp. c. Apollin. L ft. The «/• Oosterxee's Ima|^ of Christ, pp. U3» 

yitris could not consist in any such 181 and oomp. Dp. Ellicott on PhiL 

actual diminution ; for He who is God 2. 7. Cyril exphJns it as the self-hu- 

could as soon cease to be as to part miliatlon wldch was Involved in the 

with what is of His essence. It in- Incarnation, but which yet eoold not 

volved, says S. HiUry, no **abolitio affect His essential Dd^, Quod onus 

natune," de Trin. ix. 14. It consisU sit Christus, (Posey, p.37S.) Sinilariy 

ed in a waiving^ of the full exercise of Leo*s Tome, c S. 

F 






66 7b ditporage His flesh, tkankUii. 

A» Tine* in Himself: and He was made of a woman, and born 

""*■'** of a Viiginj that He might carry over into Himself that 

original nature' of ours which had been perverted, and we 

K- M. tfaenc eforwa rd might become a holy generation, and par-^ 

I f^ /«i«rf qfa Divine nature, as the blessed Peter wrote*: and 



^ moreover, what the law could not do, in that it was weak 
through the fleeh, Ood, having $efU Hie own Son in the 
Uieneee qf m^ flteh, and for ein, condemned sin in the 

6. Therefore, as for those who disparage that flesh which 
was assumed by the Word, in order to liberate all men, 
and raise up men firom the dead, and make redemption for 
sin, or those who, on account of it, accuse the Son of God 
of being a creature or a work ', how can they appear in any 
other light than as thankless and worthy of all detestation? 
For they do all but say aloud to God, '' Do not send Thine 
Only-bq;otten Son in flesh ; do no/ make Him to take flesh 
firom a Virgin ; (do not,) that He may not redeem us from 
death and sin* We wish Him not to be bom in flesh, that 
He may not undergo death for us: we choose that the 
Word should not become flesh, in order that He may not 
therein become a mediating agent of our access to Thee, 
and that we may not dwell in the heavenly mansions. Let 
the gates of heaven be closed, that Thy Word may not, 
. Ml through the veil of the fleeh, make for us a new way in the 
heavens.^ These sayings of theirs are being uttered with 
diabolical audacity, through the perverse notion which they 
have imagined for themselves. For those who refuse to 
worship the Word made flesh are unthankful for their 
- liberation : and those who divide the Word from the flesh, 
think that there has not taken place any redemption from 
sin, or any overthrow of death. But where will the im- 
pious men at all find that flesh, which the Saviour took, 
existing by itself, so that they may venture to say, ''We do 

• This bold phnae b used In De ArUn. iii. 19. 

Sjiiod. 61, mnd Orat. c Arian. i. 42; f Litenlly, ** birth which had biten 

iL 70; UL 37. *' It was uiual/* savi led astray.*' 

Newman, *< with Athanasios to call the « See this quoted in Orat. c. ArUn. 

IncamatioD a 94m9it or 99ottoifi9tt of 1. 16. Atiianasius, we see, recognises 

the MpdmofWf*' Tracts Theol. and 2 8. Peter as canonical 

Bedes. p. S15. For a careat against ' ArUn watchwords. See Ep. to 

mhmM iitmth kngnage, see Oirat. c Jorian, 4. 
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not worship the Lord with the flesh, but we separate off 
the body, and worship Him alone*? '' Truly the blessed 
Stephen saw the Lord in heaven standing on the right Jiand: Acts 7. 
and the angels said to the disciples, He will come in like |^ |^ x\. 
manner as ye have seen Him go into heaven : yes, and the 
Lord Himself said, addressing the Father, / wiU that they f^f^ 
be even with Me where I am. And altogether, if the flesh 
is inseparable from the Word, is it not necessary that those . 
men should either lay aside their error, and henceforward 
worship the Father in the Name of our Lord Jesus Christ*; 
or, as not worshipping nor serving that Word who came 
in flesh, should be cast out on all hands and no longer 
reckoned as Christians, but either as Heathens or as among 
the Jews ? 

6. To these men, then, as we said above, belongs such 
madness and audacity as this : but our faith is right, and 
derived from Apostolic teaching and the tradition of the 
fathers, and confirmed both from the New and the Old 
Testament % for the Prophets say. Send out Thy word andv§,iX9. 
Thy truths and, Behold^ the Virgin shall conceive and bear 8. Matt. 
a Son, and they shall call His Name Emmanuel, which is, ^' ^' 
being interpreted, God with us. And what does this mean 
save that God was born in flesh ? And the Apostolic tra- 
dition ' tenches it, for blessed Peter says, Since then Christ \ g. Pet. 
suffered for us in flesh; and Paul writes. Looking for the^.^ . 
blessed hope and appearance of the glory qf our great God 13, U.* 
and Saviour Jesus Christ, who gave Himself for us that He 
might redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto Himself 
a peculiar people, zealous of good works. How then did 
He give Himself for us, unless He was clothed with flesh ? 
For it was by offering flesh that He gave Himself for us, 
that, having undergone death in it, He might destroy him Hob. 9. 
that had the power of death, the devil. Therefore we al* '^ 

* I.e. the btxly of Christ is InMcpa- c. Ari. i. 42. 

rable from His Divine PersoiuilUy. " ileri) Scriptura is treated as oon- 

Cp. c. ApoUin. ii. 15. The passage firmatory of Catholic traditi<in. So in 

in tlie text is translated in Dr. Pasey^s Orat. c. Arian. iiL 28. -Compare 

liCtter to Bp. Blomfield, p. 158. Com- Kehle, Acad. Sermons, p. ^85 ft, 

pare on this inscparableness Puscy on ■ Here ** tradition " u •oted for an 

Keal Presence, p. 831. actual portion of Scriptura. 0. A|n>1. 

* Which, In his mind, would imply lin. 1. 22. For a comment on tbe text 
the adoration of oar Lord. Cp. Orat. see Orat. c Ariao. iiL Zi% • 

p2 
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68 Ood was adored in His Temple : 

wmyi gire thanlu m the name of Jesus Christ: and we do 
not reject that grace which came to ua through Him. For 
the Sayiour'a presence in flesh became the ransom from 
death, and the salvation of all creation. Therefore, O be- 
loved and longed for, let those who love the Lord be put 
in remembrance of these things, and let those who have 
imitated the conduct of Judas, and forsaken the Lord that 
they might be companions of Caiaphas, receive by these 
condemnations a better teaching, if haply they are willing, 
if haply they can be made ashamed. And let them know 
that when we worship the Lord in flesh, it is not a creature 
that we worship, but the Creator as clothed with a created 
body, as we said above. 

7* But we could wish your Piety to ask them this fur- 
ther question. When Israel was commanded to go up to 
Jerusalem to worship in the temple of the Lord, where 
SL was the ark, and above U the cherubim of glory oversha^ 
dowing the mercy-seatf did they do well, or the contrary ? 
If they did amiss, why did those who neglected the law in- 
cur a penalty? For it is written, that whosoever should 
IC set at nought the law, and not go up, should be cut off from 
^^ among the people. But if they did well, and in this matter 
became pleasing to God, do not those foul Arians, baser 
than all heretics, deserve many a deaths because, while ap- 
proving the old law on account of the honour done to the 
temple, they do not choose to worship the Lord when 
existing in the flesh as in a temple ' ? And yet the ancient 
temple was constituted of stones and gold, as being a sha- 
dow; but when the reality came, the type thenceforward 
S. Han ceased, and, as the Lord said, there remained not one stone 
34, t, ^ipan another that was not thrown down. And men did 
not, on the one hand, while beholding the temple made of 
stones, think that the Lord who spoke in that very temple 
was a creature ; nor did they despise the temple, and go 
away to a distance to worship : but they entered into it, 

y This rebement ezpreMion mar ■ Cp. Drat, c Art iil. 53. Nesto- 

be eompared with that in Orat. if. rios in liii Mrmont (ap. Marius Merca- 

88, "* Let them be stoned by all men." tor) applied this Imagery of **tem|»le*' 

8o in Deer. Nic 88. But S.Atha- and **garment'' not simplr to Christ's 

Basins was on prindple opposed to body, bat to Christ Himself, whom be, 

peneevtioB, ApoL de Fogm SKI ; Hist. In eflect, regarded as a dbtlnct perMO 

Art as, 87. from the Son of Ood. 
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and worshipped, according to the law, the God who gare 
oracles from the temple. Since then this was so, can that 
Body of the Lord which is truly all-holy and worthy of all 
reverence, as to which the Archangel Grabriel brought good 
tidings, which was fashioned by the Holy Spirit, and made 
the clothing of the Word, be other than adorable * ? It was 
surely a bodily hand, which the Lord stretched forth, when &• 
He raised up the woman suffering from fever; and it was 
a human voice which He uttered, when He raised Laxarus 
from the dead ^ and again it was when He stretched forth 
hands upon the cross that He cast down the prince of the E| 
power of the air^ that which * now worketh in the children of 
disobedience^ and made the path through the heavens open 
for us. 

8. Therefore he who dishonours the temple, dishonours 
the Lord who dwells in the temple : and he who divides 
the Word from the body, rejects the grace which was given 
to us in Him. And further, let not those most impious 
Ariomaniacs ' think that because the body is created^ the 

• " All the Angels of heaven adore offen "one adoration " as to the Only- 
it/* says Hooker, V. 54. 9. The Body be|(otten, the one Christ, God and 
of Christ is adorahle as bcinfi^ ever in Man. Epist. 104. So the fifth General 
union with, not as if it rould exist Council condemned those wlwse wor- 
a|iart from, His Divine Personality, ship of Christ involved either the Nes- 
to which the adoration U directed, torUn or the Eutychian idea, and or« 
sec c. A}>(»llin. i. 6. Conipare l^lscy dcTcd that He sliould be ** adored by 
on Real IVescnce, p. 331. Tlie illus- one adoration as God the Word incar« 
tration from the temple is obviously nate witli (jirrk) His own flesh,** Man- 
very imperfect ; there being: no such si,ix.381. When ApolUnaris inferred 
reUtiun between the temple and the fn>m thU principle that ** the saoie 
Gud of Israel as Iwtween Christ's IkmIv could not be both adorable and not 
and Christ Himself. Epiphanius* il- adorable, therefore coukl not be alto- 
lustration from the homage paid to gether God and Man** (Leontius), he 
the Emperor in his purple robe (An- seems to have meant, not at once a 
corat. 51). Is still more unsatisfactory. Divine and a human person. There- 
On the inevitable imperfection of U- in he was right, for our Lord's Per- 
lustrations, see note In Athan. Treat, sonality is both single and Divine. 
U. 53. On the principle of ** one ado- Or in other words, because it is sin- 
ration** ^which Apollinaris had per- gle, therefore It Is Divine. ** For He 
verted, Mai, Nov. Collect, vii. 17), see Himself refers to iU actings before 
C^i*s8th Article. His ** Eastern** His human nature was assumed :»• 
critics admitted tlmt It would be * Before Abraham was, / am.' WiU 
wrong to offer Worship to the flesh berforoe on the Incamation, p. ISI« 
aiu/ to the Word. Nestorius had said, Cf. Hooker, r. 53. 3. 
" Let us venerate the man who by the ^ See the Tome, 7 x and Orat. €• 
Divine * connection* is worshipped with Arian. iii. 8. 32. 
God tlie Word ;** and this, Cyril said, < Tav vrc<y««vas b omitted In tbb 
Implied a duality of Persons, Apol. adv. quotation. 

Orient. 8. Theodoret, wriUng to PU- ' See the Tome 1. and c* ApoUin. 

vUn of Constantinople, says that be U. 19. 
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Word also is a creatare ; nor let them, because the Word 
is not a creature, put a slur upon His body. For one may 
well wonder at their perverse notions, because they mix up 
and confound all thingSi and find out pretexts, merely in 
<Mrder that they may put the Creator into the number of 
the creatures. But let them listen to this * : if the Word 
bad been a creature, He would not have assumed a created 
body, in order that He might give it life. For what help 
can come to the creatures from a creature, which itself is 
in need of salvation '? But since the Word, being Creator, 
Himself became the Maker > of the creatures, therefore also 
at the completion of the ages, He Himself clothed Himself 
with what was created, in order that He again, as Creator, 
might renew it, and be able to repair it. But no creature 
can ever be saved by a creature ; even as the creatures could 
not, supposing the Word not to have been Creator, have 
been created by a creature. Wherefore let them not put 
a fiilse sense on the Divine Scriptures, nor a stumbling- 
block in the way of the simpler brethren ; but, if they are 
so minded, let them even reconsider their own opinions, 
and no longer worship the creature rather than tlie God 
who created all things **. But if they choose to adhere to 
their own impieties, let them be left alone in taking their 
fill of these things, and gnashing their teeth like their fa- 
ther the devil, because the faith of the Catholic Church 
knows the Word of God to be Creator and Maker of all 
things : and we know that in the beginning was the Word, 
and the Word woe with God, and Him too we worship as 
having become Man for our salvation, not as an equal 
made to exist in a body equal to ours, but as a Master 
7. who hoe taken on Him the form of a servant, and as Maker 
and Creator who has become present in a creature, that, 
having made all things free in Himself, He might bring 

* QooCed by Tlicodnret, Dial. ii. tfftttWt Redeemer miut be Divine, 

p. 137» as from the Epist. to Epicte- Comp. Proclus, Homily, c. 5, with 

tw. IJddon, Bump. Lect. p. 478. 

' So In Onit. c Arian. U. 67. "How f Aiimovpy6st tee c. 3, 4. 

codd a thinf^ made be joined to tlie ^ I.e. let them give up their Arian- 

Creator bj a thing made, or what km, which, while ailllng the Son a 

neeoor co«ld have come from lilce to created being, inconiiatentlj wonhipt 

Khe, when the one aa well at the other Hhn. CLcS. 
WMfaiBeedorHr AalfUMy,An 
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the world into His Father's presence, and give peace to all 
things, both things in heaven and things on earth. For 
thus we both recognise His Godhead as belonging to the 
Father^, and adore His presence in flesh, even though 
Ariomaniacs burst'' with rage. Salute all who love our 
Lord Jesus Christ. We pray that you may be in health, 
and may remember us before the Lord, O beloved and 
truly longed for. If it be necessary, let this be read to 
Hierax the presb3^ter. 

I TS^r wwrpuciip ubrov tft^nrra* 80 to the Father's fliMnoe U the Son.** 
in Orat. c ArUn lii. 3, " the Godhetd ^ He vict ibe Mine fhnm in Ont. 

of the Father is the Bein|r ^ ^^ &<»>•" ^ All iL fS. 
Comp.ib.6. "That which b proper 
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8. ATHANASIUS* LETTER TO MAXIMUS, 

PHILOSOPHER. 

IKTRODUCTION. 



Maxim vt» a Chriitbn ** phOotopher,** bad written to Athanaslos about rari- 
•w d—M 9i •^h&rttia^*' lome of wbom denied tbe Son'i trne Dirinity, 
•Chen mbititated for the Ineirnatlon a mere anociation between tlie 
Woid and Jomh Chrift, wliile othen receired tbe eoaraer form of Ebioniim 
hj r^ectini^ the mpematoral diaracter of the Natirity. Atlianasius, about 
i an. repHed to hbn fai this letter. 

r neBenedlctiaeeditortof Athanasimidentifythis Maximal with the^U^ynic** 

I of that name who afkerwarde practised on the timpiidty of 8. Grefrory of 

yiffattiM, (Orat. iS) intrigued against biro, wm irreguUriy consecrated 
hj Egyptian Ushops for tbe see of Constantinople, and subsequently dis- 
ewned in a cuion of the Council of Constantinople, in 381, but recognised 
tar a while by tbe Westerns, Including 8. Ambrose. But the editors of 
Clffognry Naiiaaien (monlt. In Orat. i5.) conttmd with better reason that 
the Athanasian Maximns was a different person : for be is described by 
Athanaslns In 371 as a man of piety and learning, whereas tbe Maximus 
who dnped Orcgoty ** had not put on the mask of piety" before his return 
tnm exile hi 379. 

ATHANASIUS TO MAXIMUS. 

To MY SON BELOVED AND TRULY LONGED FOR, MAXI- 
MUSy PHILOSOPHER, ATHANASIUS SENDS GREETING 
IN THE LORD. 

1. When I read what you had written, I appreciated 
yoar piety : but I wondered much at the rashness of those 
1 Hm. 1. who understand neither what they say nor whereof they 
'* tiffirmj and, in fact, determined to be silent ; for to reply 

as to matters so plain, and more luminous than light, is 
nothing else but to furnish these transgressors with occa- 
sions for shamelessness. And this we have learned from 
the Sayiour*. For when Pilate had washed his hands 
himself, and taken cognisance of the calumnious charges 
iLliarii of the Jews of that time^ the Lord gave him no further 

ft. Matt. * See Origin, Pref. to c Celium. 8. Hilary nays to an Arian, *' How 

fg^ IfL ^ A hint tliat Arlana are the Jewa much more irrelig^iuus art thou than * 

oT'^tbiitime.'' See note in Athana- a Jew r de Trin. vU. 88. 

riMi lyentlMi, Uh. Pktb. iL 289. 
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The Crucified is truly Divine. 73 

answer J but instead, made an oracular communication to 
Pilate's wife, in order that He who was under trial might 
be believed to be God, not by word but by power. And 
while He gave no answer to the idle questioning of Cai- 
aphas, He Himself by His promise brought over all men 
to knowledge (of Himself.) Accordingly, after delaying 
for a long time, and observing the logomachies * of those 
shameless men, I was with difficulty induced to jrield to 
your zeal for the truth, and have dictated just as much as 
refers to what you wrote, and no more : in order that the 
adversary may at least be convinced by those some truths 
which he has gainsaid, and refrain his tongue from evil, iv. 34. 
and his lips that they speak no guile. And God grant that * 
such persons may no longer join those Jews who passed by 8. Matt. 
in reviling Him that hung on the tree, (and saying,) If Thou ^q[ J^^ 
art Son of God, save Thyself. But if even after this they 3* ix 
will not hide their heads, still do you, remembering the 
Apostle's exhortation, avoid a heretical man after the first nt. s. 
and second admonition, knowing that such a one is perverted '^ ^^* 
and sinneth, being self-condemned. For if those who dare 
to say such things as these ore Gentiles or Judaizers, let 
them, as Jews, deem the cross of Christ a stumblingbloek, l Cor. 1. 
and, as Greeks, a folly. But if they represent themselves 
to be Christians, let them learn that the crucified Christ is lb. 9. 8. 
Himself the Lord of glory ', and the Power of God and the lb. 1. M. 
Wisdom of God. 
2. But if they doubt whether He be God, let them pay 

^ Ep. Jov. 4 ; dft Syn, 54. since the selfsame is God and Man 

* Compare c. ApoU. ii. 10. Sec ... He wlio partook of botii naturrs, 

EpipIiAi). flier. 77, 32, that some the human and tlie divine, underwent 

Apollinarians misuse this text. On the Passion in tlie nature of man : ut 

its true force see Pearson on Creed, i. indiscrete ct Doroinus majestatis di- 

324. flf. S. Cvril employe it, Quod catier esse qui passus est, et Filius 

unus sit Christiui, (Pusey, p. 40G.) liominis ... qui descendit de aelo.** 

** It was not a mere man, honoured De Fide ii. 7. 58. SimlUrly 8. Leo 

... by connection with Him, tliat was quotes it in hu Tome, c. 5. aa an 

f^ivcn for us : it is Himself, the Lord instance of the way in which *' be- 

of fciory, tliat was crucified,'* but ** in cause of tliis unity of person wliicli 

flesh," so tliat '* although He be said is to be recognised as in both na- 

to suffer in flesh,'* rupttrtu iroi o0tm tures, the Son of man, we read, de- 

rh Aira0ts avr^ KoBh rocTroi Oc^t. (cf. soended from lieaven, and the Son 

also his Thesaurus, p. 272.) Theo- of God is said to liave been crudfiody 

doret discusses it towards the end while He suffered this, not in the 

of his third Dialogue. S. Ambrose Godhead itself . . • but in the wealc« 

interprets it to mean, ** not that He ness of human nature.** So John 

was crudfled in His majesty, but that Damascene^ iii 3» 4. 
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74 The Word Himse(f became Man. 

regird to Thomas, who bandied the Crucified*, and said 
that He wtLS'Lard and God* And let them stand in awe 
of the Lord Himself, who, after He had washed the disci- 
Ihu ISL pies' feet, said. Ye caU me the Lord and the Teacher ^ and 
^ ye May wellf for $o I am. But the body in which He existed 
^^^M. when He washed their feet, was that in which He bore our 
sUu to the tree. And He was attended as Master of the 
creation when the sun withheld its beams ', and the earth 
was trembling, and the rocks were being rent, and the exe- 
cutioners recognized the Crucified One as truly the Son of 
Crod. For the body which was seen was not that of some 
man, but of God, that in which He existed when at the 
time of the ctucifixion He raised the dead. Unhallowed 
therefore is that boldness, with which they say that it was 
to some holy man that the Word came ' : for that took 
place in each of the prophets and of the other saints : so 
that He must not (be thought to) show Himself in each 
case as bom and again dying. It is not so : God forbid ! 
Hch. t. But once in the comummation of the agee^for the abolition 
^^ ofiinif did the Word Himself become flesh, and came forth 
from Mary the Virgin (as) man, like to ourselves, even as 
He said to the Jews, Why seek ye to kill Me, a man who 
hath told you the truth ? It is not by partaking of some 
man's body, but by receiving the Body of the Word Him- 
self ^ that we are made divine. 

3. And this is to me a matter of wonder, how they have 
even ventured to think that it was in the course of nature 
that He became Man '. For if this had been so, the men- 

• Bp. Epid. 6. On 8. Thomas' of dignity, but as truly Wit^yxn^ and 

confoMon as accepted by Him whom bclongring to the Word Himself. For 

be called his Lord and his God, see being by nature life, as God, when 

Orat. c ArL ii. S3, and Hilaiy de He became one with His own flesh, 

THn.va. 12. He rendered it lifefciving." So in his 

' Ep. Adelph. 3. Explanation, art. 11, where he thus- 

f See the Tome, 7 ; Ep. Epict. 2. interprets S. John 6. 63. ** For com- 

Cyril often argues simiUrly against mon flesh has no power to give life : 

the Nestorians. and thb the Saviour Himself attests, 

^ Thb is the thought repeatedly saying, *The flesh proflteth nothing, 

urged by Cyril of Alexandria, that the the spirit is tlwt which giveth life ;* 

cAcacy of the Holy Communion in- for since it has become the Word's 

Tolres the personal Divinity of Christ, own flesh, in this respect it Is under- 

Thos in Ep. ad Nestor. 3. 7. (Pusey, stood to be, and Is, lif^ving.** 

p. 26.) ** Receiving the flesh of Christ * Eosebius says that some of the 

not as eommon flnh, . • • nor as tliat Ebionites denied the virginal birth oT 

of a man who has been sanctified and Jesus, iii. 27. Paul of 8ainosata ex. 

aswciated with the Word by an unioa pressly admitted it ; '*The Virgin bore 
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tion of Mary were superflous*^. For nature knows nothing 
of a virgin becoming a mother without a man. Wherefore, 
by the good pleasure of the Father, being rery God, and 
by nature the Word and Wisdom of the Father, He be- 
came corporeally Man, for the sake of our salvation, that, 
having somewhat to offer for us. He might save us all, who ifc^ 8. 
through fear of death were aU our lifetime sutfject to ^^^\^%^\^ 
dage. For it was not any man that gave Himself for 
us : seeing that every man is liable to death, according to 
the words, Earth thou art, and to the earth shalt thou go, Oea. a. 
which were spoken to all in Adam. Nor was it any other '^ 
of the things created: for every creature is liable to change'. 
But it was the Word Himself who offered His own Body 
for us, that our faith and hope might not have a man for jer. 17. 
tlieir object, but that we might fix our faith on God the ^* 
Word Himself. Assuredly, even when He became Man, 
wc beheld His glory, a glory as of the Only-begotten from 8. JvUm 
the Father, full of grace and truth. For that, as God, He *' **• 
gave dignity to the sufferings which He endured through 
the body, and while He hungered in flesh, in His Divine 
character He fed those who were hungering. And if any 
one is scandalized at His bodily acts% let him rely on His 
Divine operations. For He asks humanly, where Lazarus 
is lying: but Divinely, He raises him up*. Wherefore, 
let no one laugh while calling Him a child, and mention- 
ing His ''age" and ''growth'' and His eating, and drink- 

Him through the Holy Spbrit,** notion of a change of a part of the 

llouth*s Kcll. Sacr. iU. 300. Divine nature into fletli : of. Ep. 

■> ncf».TTJ^ rrit Mapiat ii tirfi/iri, an Epict. 2. Again ** Theodoret entitles 

expression uiicd for a diflferent pur- his first ]>ialogue (against Eutych- 

pose in Kp. Epict. 4. ians) "At^cvtm," see Athan. Tre%U 

* 'YvovrJt iffTt rpowrit, Comp. the ii. 289. 
Nicene anathema denying the Son to " See Orat. c Ari. ii. 82 ; Cyril, 
be rptirr6if Ep. ad Jo?. 3. Change adv. Theod. 10, says that those who 
was impossible for God, therefore for think his humiliations lowering should 
His Son, see ad Afros. 7; Orat. c. the rather admire His great love; 
Ari. i. 35. But according to the old and adv. Orient. 11. *' I do not think 
Arians, the Son*s nature was intrinsi- that any one of sound mind will find 
rally capable of moral change : and fault with Him because He stooped to 
an actual cliange of another kind was our sphere for our sakes." Heresy 
supposed by the Arian notion tliat has often begun in mistiUcen rever- 
this nature became as a '* soul'* to the ence, Athan. Treat. L 221 ; Pnscy's 
Christ, which, says Hilary, would im- Sermons on Faith, p. 6K Cf. lid- 
ply that the Word ** de se defecerit," don*s Univ. Serm. i. 200. 
de Trin. x. 50. Hence also the in- " Comp. the Tome, 7» and 8. Leo's 
dignation excited by the Apoliinarian Tome, 4. 
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76 Ckriit, true God awd true Man. 

A» ing, and suffering t'^ lest^ by denying the properties of the 
hoAjs he should also deny entirely His coming on our be- 
half*. And as it was not in the course of nature that He 
became man, so it was consistent that, having assumed a 
body. He should exhibit its properties, lest the Docetism ^ 
of Manes should prevail. But again it was consistent that 
while He was acting in a body. He should not conceal the 
attributes of the Godhead, lest the Samosatene should find 
» pretext, calling Him '' a man," as if He were another 
than the Word «. 

4. Let the unbeliever then understand this, and learn 
that He was an infant in the manger, but subjected the 
Magi to Himself, when He was worshipped by them ' : and 
He went down as a child into Egypt, but overthrew ' the 
idoktrous images: and after being crucified in flesh. He 

R.ifi^ raised up dead men who hod long before mouldered into 
decay. And it was made clear to all that He did not bear 
this for His own sake, but for ours, that we, being endued 
through His sufferings with insensibility to suffering S and 
with immortality, might abide unto eternal life. 

5. I have dictated this in a concise form, borrowing it, 
as I said before, from what is your own, not working it 
out to further lengths, but only mentioning the subject 
of the Divine Cross, in order that the very circumstances 
at which the heedless stumbled might lead them, on better 
instruction, to adore the Crucified. But do you apply 
persuasion, in a genuine way, to the unbelievers ; perhaps 
they may somehow come from ignorance to clear know- 
ledge, and believe aright. And although what you wrote 
was sufficient, still it is well also to add the above, in reply 
to the contentious, by way of reminder: in order that 

* This it an antidpation of the 3, on Paul of Samotata's opinions, 

irencnl anti-Eatychian argument, set ' Cp. Leo's Tome, c 4. ** He is 

forth in the Tome or S8Ub Epistle of I/ord of all, whom the Magi rgoice to 

Leo, c 6. adore on bended knee.'* 

' ^arrorUu Compare on Manichean * Kar^pyiftf'ff. This seems to allude 

Doeetism, Ep. Epict. 7, Adelph. 2. to the story in the Apocryphal Qospel 

Athanaslns means, The supernatural of the Infancy, c 23, where Isa. 19. 1 

dMiacter of His birth made it all the is quoted. 

more necessary to exclude Docetism * Alluding to the eagerness with 

by exhibiting tiM actual conditions of which Martyrs welcomed death for 



idinr life. His sake, Ice see l>e Incurn. Verbi 
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«>Hi!^FP«npai«iPHpmVHPWHIfiMPI^IVPNn««iPRRSi 



Hold fait to the Nieene Creed. 77 

they may not, as if convictedi be made ashamed of their 
audacity, but, as if reminded, may not forget the truth "• 
For let the confession of faith, made by the fathers at 
Nicasa, stand good : for it is correct, and capable of over- 
throwing any impious heresy, and especially the Arian, 
which insults the Word of God, and necessarily falls into 
impiety against His Holy Spirit \ 

Greet all those who believe rightly. All who are with 

us greet you. 

• 

" An instance of liif tender oonti- Spirit is to dislionoiir tlie 8on. ** If 

deimteness. lib object is not to fpiln incn . • • • eoosider Uie Son (ss b the 

an ar^mentatlTe Tlctoiy, wbidi case) to be tlie Malter of tilings made, 

might not win orertlieoiiponents, but whjr do tb^ cali tlie Hoijr Spirit a 

to appeal to sndi true ideas as tbej creature, seeing that He has the sane 

still held, and thus to lead them on to oneness with the Son, which the Son 

the full truth. So in De Svnod. 41. has with the Futher? If they had 

" That is, to dishonour the Son in. thought rightljr of the Word, they 

Tolres dbhonour to the Holjr Spirit, would also lia?e thought soumDj ii 

In Bp. ad Senp. 1. 9, he argues eon- the Spirit.** 
rersdjr, that to dishonour the Ho!/ 






THE TWO BOOKS AGAINST 
APOLLINARIS. 

INTRODUCTION. 

AroLUVAEiAiiitM is pfrfaaps in one respect less interestinfc to a modern 
tlwolegical student tlian ttie coanter-morement of Nestorianism ; partly 
becanse its propositions seem strange eren to repalsiTeness, partly beratme 
la o«r day sneii Christian thoufrlit as is not fcnided by tlie Catholic dednU 
tioiis sets in a direction opposite to that of mlnlmbinjc the human element 
la tlie Incarnation of onr Unrd. And yet Apollinarianbm is one of the most 
mrfsncholy phenomena of Church histofy*, as a heretical reaction against 
berasy, oondncted by a Irishop^ of rare ability, respected and even loved by 
typical ChoTRiunen for his services to historic Christianity*, and animated, 
evcB in tlie speculations which misled him, by a religious teal for the ma- 
jesty of Christ'; a reaction also which not only did fatal mischief by de- 
■trofing faith in the Redeemer's real ilumanlty, but also provoked an equally 
rahmitoos revulsion in the direction of a denUI of Ills Personal Onencmi. 
it must never lie forgotten tliat ApoIIInarls was the rock of offence to 
Tlieodore and to Nestorius ; that S. Cyril, throughout his struggh: with 
tlie faUtcr bemiarch, was continually dogged by the suspicion of Apolliiia- 
rfanisa ; and lastly, that one part of the Apollinarian theory was revived 
with a modification by the Monophysites. 

The namesake and abler son of an able father, ApoUinaris had made his mnrk 
by literary achievements of the most varied Idnd. He luid a sluguhu* facili ty * 
of eomposition : he was, so to speak, '* In omnU paratus :*' no work came 
amiss to him. He was a keen bgidan ': in his earlier years he had taught 
rhetoric ' : he afterwards wrote commentaries on several boolcs of Scripture, 
taking a Hne of hb own as to their sequence \ and as to the rendering of 
the Hebrew * : he replied, in thirty books, to Porphyry's treatise ** against 

• See Church ofthe Fathers, p. 156, * Rpiplianius, Hnr. 77. 85. ** If 
ed. 4. and Tillemont vii. 627. yon have thought, as it were, to assbt 

^ ** Bbhop of Laodicea In Syria," our l«urd by saving He did not assume 

says Jerome de Vlr. Illust. 1 19. Tille- a mind," &c. Cp. c Apoll. 11. 6. 

munt wottM date hb consecration in * Basil. Rp. 129, " who fimb it easy 

361, shortly before the Council of to say anything," and Ep. 944, ** I am 

Alexandria. A dccidc<i anti-Arian told that he b tlie most copious writer 

codd hardlv have obtained a Syrian that ever lived." 

bisbopric of importance while Con- ' Kplpli. Hnr. 77, 84. 

stantins lived : hot he might liave been f Sue. il. 4G. 

elected at the end of 361. ^ Jerome, c Rufin. il. 34. Jerome 

* Atbanaidos formed an Intimacy licard liim lecture on Scripture at An- 
wlth him as eariy as 346, on lib own tioch, in 373, Epist. 84. 3. 

rctara hone after hb second eaile. * Jerome, Comm. in Eccles. 18. 

Sob. vL 89. Epiphanius sajrs he was He thought that Apollinaris's ooin- 

**4esr to as, to Pope Athanasius, and ments on Isaiah were more like ** in- 

te al orthodox BMn," Hsr. 77. 8. dkes capitulorum." Prol. in Isa. 
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Clirittiant ^ s*' and when Julian forbade Chriitlans to lecture on Oredc an* 
tlion, ApoUinaris, in conjunction witli liii iatlier*, adTentnronsijr let to 
worl( to suppljr Cliristian booki written in dauical style. Dotli fatlicr and 
Kon liad come into collision with two Arianiiing liisluips*: and the son 
had accepted exile rather than communicate with tlie Arians". lie 
liated Arianism with ail his heart: he wrote, sayi Theophiloa*, against 
Arians and Eunoroians: and it would seem that his Tersatile and daring 
mind was attracted bjr the notion of wresting a weapon from Arlan hands, 
and using it against their own hcresjr. For several, at least, among the 
Arians maintained that the " Godhead" which thejr recognised in Christ 
was to Him in phice of a human soul ^ It was natural for them to tldnk 
so ; for this " Godliead " was simply titular and unreal, and miglit Wf II 
discharge the functions and act under the conditions of the immaterial part 
in man. ApoUinarls, it appears, resolved to utilise this Idea with a mo«li. 
fication, for the purpose of constructing a Christologj on the basis of the 
Nicene Creed. The modification was this : he would allow tlie ^vx4, or 
mere animal soul% to exist in the Incarnate; lie regarded It as part 
of the outer man. But the wvt , the rational soul, the mind, tkai could not 
be recognised In the Divine Christ without a breach In the unity of the 
Person, because it carried with it a comphste human personality': nor 
without a derogation from His essential holiness, because it involved the 
possibility of sin *. Therefore, argued Apolllnaris, its place must be sup. 
plied by the Divine Word, who Is, In the highest of all senses. Spirit and 
Mind. He was probably not responsible, except Indirectly, for tiie abandon, 
meiit of this distinction by some of his followers, who adopted the Arian 

!• Jerome, Ep. 70. 3 ; 84. 3. ' See c. Apoll. 1. 9. Iieontius (OaU 

' Siic. li. 45, wlio says lie embodied Und. BibL Patr. xil. 707) quotes him 

tilt* Gospel hifttory, etc. in a Platonic as saving that If there were ** two 

difilofnie. A version of the Psalter into perfects," i. e. tlie Divine Nature of 

hexameters is extant, and is ascribed the Word and a human mind with 

to him : Galland. Bibl. Patr. v. 350. ft, soul and flesh, there would be two 

Sozoinen ignores the elder ApulH. h)'po8t«Hes or persons. From (in*. 

naris*8 part in this undertaking, and gory N)*ssen*s Antlrrlietico8,G,35,38, 

ascribes to the younger sacred tra- 50, 53, it is clear that he whe bent on 

gedics, cotncilies, odes, and a licrulc securing the unity of our lionl's Pit- 

pocm on Old Tistamcnt history, with sim. He fancied (see his wonb, ib. 

a *' Defence of Truth " against Pagan 42) that his opponents held a mere 

philoi«ophers, v. 18. " connection *' or vv^di^tM, as the 

"■ Soz. 1. c. Ncstorians did aftcrwanUi. 
" Epiplianius, Hnsr. 77. 24. • 8ce c. Apoll. i. 2. So Apollinaris 

• Pasch. Ep. 2= Jerome, Ep. 98. ap. Mai, Nov. Collect. viL 70, tljU the 

p See introd. to Ep. to Adclplilus. hnmanmind,beingessentiailyrpcTT^r, 

Cf. Ijeontiiis de Sectis, act. 8. c. 4. capable of turning from good to evil, 

(Gttlland. xli. 635.) and see below, c could not coexist with a Dirine mind ; 

Apull. i. 15. cf. Card. Newman, Tracts they would be at variance with each 

Theol. and Eccl. p. 258. other. See too Greg. Nyss. Anthrhet. 

1 Sec Tlicodoret, Hicr. Fab. iv. 8. 38, quoting Apollinaris that the work 

'* He said that (tod the Word became of the Incarnation could not have been 

incarnate by assuming a liody and a accomplished, — tlie salvation of men 

soul — not the rational soul, but the ir- could not have been effected, — if tliere 

rational, which some call pli)*sical or had lieen In Christ a human mind, 

vital: but maintaining the mind to with its self-determining power and its 

be something different from the soul, inlierent moral mutabihty ; the object 

lie said that it had not been assumed, was attained because there wai in Him 

but that the Divine nature was suffi. only flesh wrought upon by a Divine 

cient to supply tlie want of a mind." Mind. 
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deoial W an/ bnman soul, eren of a ^vx4» In the Penon of Chritt \ but, of 
eoane, with the rery aotUArian aim of malrinff Him ai simpljr Divine ae 
piaslble: and thb notion, mistalcenljr attributed bf Augustine's friend Aly. 
pfan to the Church, hindered liis advance *' towards the Christian Faith, 
nntO he ascertained that it was the error of the ApoUinarian heretics *." 

8«eh was, on the whole, Apollinarb's peculiar doctrine as to the nonexist- 
ence In Christ of a ** reasonable*' human ** soul ■•** The other ApoUinarian 
proposition was a derdopment, which belongs rather to the disciples than 
to the master': but both of them were eridentlj twin errors of present sig- 
nifieance to the unknown compiler of the ** Athanaslan Creed." Nothing 
is said in the *' Tome " of the Alescandrian Council of anjr strange doctrine 
as to the Bodjr of Christ : but ApoUinarian thought, having received its 
impulse, went on to speculate on that aspect of the Incarnation. ApoUin- 
arb himsdf taught, — not openljr, but In a secret circle of hearers, — that 
the bodjr assumed bjr the Word Incarnate was, as such, ** ooessentUl ** with 
the Godhead", to which, in a real sense, tlie sulTerings and death must 
be ascribed. Others proceeded to sajr what. If we can trust his positive 
dlsdaimciB, he abstained from ssjing*, that it was not really a human 
bodjr, but of heavenly origin, being in fact notldng less than a portion of 
Godhead *« converted into flesh ;" whence it followed, either that the God- 
bead was thus hr capable of suffering, or tliat the bodily condition and 
suffcffngs of Qirist were *' Docetic " and unreal. 

In thb way a second wound was inflicted on the doctrine which presented to 
the belief and adoration of the Church a Redeemer who, being very God, 

• Some say that Apollinarb at first •* God," Just as the *' Word " could be 
denied any ••soul," and then admitted called "flesh," GaUand. xii. 706. 

a i^wxk but denied a vovr. Soc. iL 46. • See the extract In Leontius, ap. 
See Pearson on the Creed, ii. 329 ; Galhuid. xii. 701. " We have always 
Tiilemont, viL 609 If. He sometimes written tliat neither b the Saviour's 
spt^e as if he thought the Word did flesh from heaven," &c " It b grant- 
not take a fvx^> Mai, vii. 203. But ed as certain that the body b from the 
again hegranteda0'^(lfi^X«^O>^ff* Virgin, the Godhead from heaven." 
Nyss. Anthrh. 7, 29; and Gregory Theodoret dtes psssages from him 
rgoins that if the ^x^ ^ ^o^of, the denying anv " change of Godhead," 
ApoUinarians must say that there b and acknowledging the assumption of 
in Christ a mere animal (fcrjirer) and flesh from Mary, Dial. i. fin. and 
not man. So S. Augustine, in Joan, others, admitting that the body of 
TVact. 23. 6 ; that they albwed Him Chrbt was a real body. But he did 
an **anima belhiina," and denied to hold "fleshly" (human) ** nature to 
Him a " mens ratlonalb." have been from the beginning in the 

• S.Aug. Confess, vii. c 19. Son," Greg. Nas. Ep. 202, so Greg. 
> See Pearson on Creed, 1. 399. Nyis. Anttrrhet. 13, 18; meaning, 

"The error of Apollinarb was, that according to Domer, not that Hb 

Christ had no proper inteliectoal or material body had been coessentUI, 

ratkmal soul, but that the Word was but that the Divine Son had been 

to Him in the place of a souL" from eternity an archetype of Man- 

f Bpiphanius says that Apoiiin- hood. It has been suspected that 

arb will not deny the (human) Apollinarb in hb discbimers was 

"really of the flesh of Christ," Her. either inconsbtent (see Theodoret v. 

77, 25. 3.) or insincere, (Leontius :) and if he 

• See Galbnd. xii. 704. He seems to never did assert any "change "of the 
have denied that he had ever called Godhead, some such ideas were cur- 
It mkHrmeUdl^ coessential or Divine, rent in the Antlochene dbtrlct when 
Bdng united to God, he thought, it Paulinus disclaimed them in 363, see 
•honld be called " Divine" and evien the Tome, U. 
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liAtl ToudiMfed to become rerjr Man, to enter In ITIt nncbanged penonaliCj 
into a human sphere of exUtence, to be *^ made In all pointa Qlie nnto bb 
brethren, iln apart,** a sympatbiaing ili^h Prieat, an Exempfaur of hnmaa 
sanctity. CerUin texts ^ were adduced bjr the ApoIUnarian scbool In sap- 
port of their theory ; but it was really bwed on abstract eoosidenitioast or 
on alleged logical necessities*, and thus Uid Itself open to the charge oi 
calling in rationalism to uphold wtU-worship'. Nor can the ApolUnarlans 
be acquitted of an equirocal use of terms, wlddi often Imposed on the 
simpler-minded Churchmen •• Their energy In disseminating their oplnloos 
by a copious array of treatises ', by poetry for popufaur nse f , by the Intmaloa 
of tlieir bishops Into Catholic dioceses \ was not checked by repeated qrno- 
dical condemnations ^ and by unwilling censures from theologians who 
could daim to represent exbting orthodoxy, and who had with dificalty 
been persuaded that ApoUinaris had Csllen out of Its path K 
We are not here concerned with his alleged Inclination to 8abeinanbm>, his 
** carnal" and "Judaic** Cliilbam*, tlie scandals caused by his coatro. 
versial pertinacity, and the division of his followers Into the more 



^ E. g. S. John 3. 13 ; 1 Cor. S. 8 ; Incarnation In the likeneu of man,"* 
15. 47 ; PliH. 9. 7. Tliey put a fan- rericwed in CIregfory Nyssen*s Antir- 



taxtic interpretation on 1 Cor. 3. 10. 
• Tillcmont says, tII. 603, tliat tliey 
based their dogma on "pens^ de I'es- 
prit liumain.*' See Moaley on Tlieory 
of Development, p. 42 ; ** Each sect 



rheticon. 
t Cf. Greg. Nax. Ep. 101. on the 
new psalters** of the Apollinarlans, 
and Soc. tL SO on the charm of hb 
hymns, and on hb verses composed 



M 



appealed triumphantly to the logical for men at convivial parties or at their 



irresiiitiblcncss of its development 
. . All had one watchword ; and that 
was. Be logical ... Be logical, said 
the ApoIUnarian: Jesus Christ was 
not two persons : he was not therefore 
perfect God and perfect man too.** 

' Basil calls it a Kairo^Wa, a theory 
unsupported by tradition, Ep. 844. 3. 
Kpipiianius 8]>cak8 of Apollinaris's 



work, and for women at their looass. 
He was here taking a leaf out of 
Arius's book, Philost. IL 9. 

k Basil, Ep. 3G5. 

* By two Roman synods under Da. 
masus, and the Second General Coiuu 
cil. 

^ See Epiph. Ilmr. 77. 14, pleading 
with *'our brethren.** '* l«et us not 



contentious objections, liter. 77 1 18: lose each otiicr:"ib. 18, discbimlng 

cf. c. Apullin. ii. 18. all animosity, and wbhing that ApoU 

* See above on the Tome, c. 7, and linaris might not lie " separated from 

Greg. Naz. Kp. 102. In 375, VitAl'is, the Cliurch and from the affection of 

of whom Tillcmont says that he was the brethren.'* This was written be- 

" never anything but an impostor," fore the open breach. Basil also, in 

deceived Pope Damasus by an appa- 377, wrote to the Egyptian exiles, Ep. 

rcntly orthodox statement, Greg. Ep. 265, quoting Psal. 55. 12, and urging 

101 : see Tillcmont, vil. 618; viii. them to try to recbim Apollinarb. 



40G, and Timothy had been even re* 
commended by Athanasliu, as ortho- 
dox, to Damasus, Facundus de Trib. 
Capit. vii. 3. 
' Sec Basil, quoted above ; and Ep. 



> Tlioodoret, Han*. Fab. Iv. 8. See 
a passage quoted by Basil, Ep. 120. 
as said to t>e by Apolllnaris. His 
language about a scale or triple gra- 
cbtion of Godhead, Greg. Ep. 101, 



263 (written in 877.) ** He has filled (cf. Tlieod. H. E. v. 3.^ might be in. 

the world with his writings." So we terpreted in a SabellUnuing sense, but 

find extracts from his books against Domer takes it to mean tiiat the Son 

Diudore of Tarsus, a book to Fbvius, and the Spirit had affinities to human- 

On Tradition of Renuncbtlon and ity which the Father had not. 

Belief (for Catechumens), a Compen- " See Eplplian. Her. 77, 26 : Basil 

dium, a little book on nUth, On the Ep. 263 : Greg. Nax. Ep. 102. 2 s 

Union, a tract on the Incarnation, Jerome, de Vhr. Illustr. 18. 
and a longer work on ** the Divine 
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nte tad tlieiiMre extreme". Ae to the dates of the eontrorenjr, a |»asia([^ 
•f Onfoiy of Nadaniuf would place tlie firit riie of ApoUinarianUm ten 
jean before the Alexandrian Council of 6fiS*, to wbidi, ai we hare leen, 
ApolllBarii thought it adriiable to lend delegates. But this date b some- 
what too early, for BatU Intimates that Apollinaris was stDl unsuspected 
abovt 9M K Bat the negation of a human soul in Christ came before that 
cowicll: the further notion as to Hb bodjr was rife at Corinth some nine 
juars later s and about S79, it b thought, Athanaslos wrote these two books 
agafaMt the entire theoty. In 373, and again in 875, Basil had reason to 
disdain all fellowship with Apollinaris^: at the end of 876, Apollinaris 
openly formed a sect by consecrating Vitalb bbhop for the party at An- 
tloch% and In 877 he and hb chief followers were formally '* deposed" by 

• CooncQ at Rome. The sect gare great trouble to Gregory, both during 
and after hb sc^loum at Constantinople * : and he was instrumental in 
prscoring* from Theodoslus in 885 a general law against its freedom of 
wofshlp* 

no books called ** Contra Apollinarium*' were directed against a number of 
Apollinarian opinions as held by a sdiool or party : and the venerable writer, 
wiw seems In some passages to hare left hb first draft uncorrected, re- 
frains firom censuring his former friend by name. Referring to doubls 
which had been entertained as to the genuineness of the work, the Bene- 
dictines say that Its affini^ to the letten to Epictetus, Adelphius, and Maxi- 
■ins, b so manifest as to be dedsire. 

■ Talentinus bdng the representa- sion of faith given by Tlieodoret, v. 

tive of the moderate, Polemon and 1 1 1 it affirmed that ** The Word of 

Timothy of the btter, see Leontius God did not Himself exbt in His own 

adv« (rand. ApoU. and Pliotius, Cod. body instead of the rational and in- 

tSO. PMemon even spoke scornfully telligent soul, but assumed and saved 

of Athanadns as " opinionated.** our soul, tliat is, a soul rational and 

• Greg. Bp. 109: he wrote it in intelligent without sin.*' Vitalb could 
S89, and sajrs it was 80 years since not evade tlib,and therefore refused it. 
Apoininarianism had begun. ■ An Apollinarian bishop was set up 

s Basil, Bp. 228. 4, written in 375. at Nasianius ; hence Gregory wrote 

« Basil, Ep. 181 and 824. hb two imporUnt letters to Ciedonius, 

' Aceotdfaig to Tillemont, vil. 620, Epp. 101 and 102. 
tkb was after a test was proposed * Through Nectarius, hb successor 

tm VltaBs In the form of a profos- at Constantinople, Ep. 202. 
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ON THE INCARNATION OF OUR LORD JESUS 
CHRIST, AGAINST APOLLINARIS. 

BOOK I. 

1. It is the persistent habit of a pious man, dear firiend, 
to venerate the All * in silence, and ¥rith loud thanksgir- 
ings to praise God his Benefactor, according to that saying 
of Scripture which runs, He will sit alone, and be silent Uum, a. 
and quiet f and do his own businesM. The words ^ alone" and 
' his own business ' mean that he will order his own con* 
duct with judgment, and attend seriously to the command- 
ment of God. But since you have become aware of a 
very heavy weariness among those who seem to say the 
same things, you have asked me about the fiuth that is 
in us, and wherein lies the fault of those who think them« 
selves orthodox, yet who in their great extravagance fear 
not to utter unhallowed opinions, whereby persons unsta« 
blc in the faith are carried away, and know not that they 
arc off the right path (for had they been established in the 
faith, they would not have yielded to language of that 
kind : but it is because their minds were unemployed that 
they have become capable of accepting such traditions, 
from which arise extravagant conceit and vast wicked- 
ness : and they, being blinded by antipathy, pervert the 
revelations of the Prophets, and the teachings of the Apos- 
tles, and the injunctions of the fathers, and the very and 
manifest sayings of the Master:) it is necessary to under- 
take to confute them \ in order that they may either wake 
up and see how the case stands, or may be disabled from 
deceiving any persons by promising them a very distinct 
comprehension of Christ % undentanding neither what 1 Tim. i. 
they say nor whereof they affirm. ^* 

■ T^ war seems here to mean the ^ lit. ** whom to confute." The 

whole order of the unlvene as adml- construction of tiie whole sentence Is 

nistered by the Divine Word, who incomplete. 

*' contains and combines in Himself < See Cvril Alex, de recta fide ad 

all things visible and invisible.*' Atban. Theodot. 16. (Pusey, p. 48.) The 

c Gentes, 42. ApoUinarlant, lie says, disregarding 

g2 
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84 ApolUnarian opifUons 

2. For the fathers have said that the Son is ^ coessen- 
tial with the Father, and very God from very God/' and 
Perfect from Perfect': and then that He ''came down for 
our salvation, was incarnate and made Man/' and then 
that He thus suffered and rose again. But lest any one, 
on hearing of suffering and resurrection, should think that 
God the Word was altered, they definitely assert the un- 
changeableness and unalterableness of the Son*, with a 
condemnation (of the opposite opinion.) But these men 
either imagine an alteration of the Word, or suppose the 
economy 'of the Passion to be unreal', calling the Flesh 
of Christ sometimes uncreate and heavenly, sometimes co- 
essential with the Godhead \ Then, they say, '' in place 
^of the inward man which is in us, there is in Christ a 
^heavenly mind', for He used the outward form^ with 
^ which He was invested as instrumental ' : for it was not 

the tnMUtkms of the ftnrient faith, and U that to me ?*' asks Gregoiy ; ** God- 

wraferring to follow ** hnman reason- head with flesh and soul, hut witli- 

angt" and "exeessire refinement/* out mind, is not man, ** Ep. 101. He 

arinie that if Christ had a complete means, of coarse, Christ could not be 

Homanitf , then this Humanltr could both God and Man, if He had not a 

Dol be so united to Godheacl as to human mind. 
lorm but one Christ, because the con- ^ Sx^ftori, outward or iMdily form, 

stitnents of what is one perfect thinir cf. Phil. 2. 8. 
must be themselTcs imperfect. S. Basil ' There is of course a true sense in 

sajs, that Apollinaris's theology is which Christ's Manhood is the ** in- 

based not on Scriptural proofs but on strument " of His Godliead, for the 

human premises, Ep. 263 ; afniin,tliat sanctification and salration of man. 

Apoinnarb **threw the doctrine of the So Athanasius, Orat« c. Ari. iii. 31, 35, 

lacamation Into confusion, and ren- spealcs of His Body as His instrument; 

dcfed the eoonomy of salration ambl. and see Aquinas, Sum. Tlieol. 3. 

ffWNM to the many by his muddy and 48. 6 ; Newman's Sermons, lil. 1(»4 ; 

dark qnestkms,** Eplst. 285. Greg, and IJddon's Bamp. Lect. p. 259 : 

Kai. says that they profess to go by but the Apollinarians seem to have 

geometrical demonstratbns, Ep. 101. regarded the Flesh of Christ as an 

See below, e. ApoH. i. IS. Instrument mcrelv for manifesting 

* Here he paraphrases the Creed. His dlrinity. See Greg. Nas. Ep. 102, 

* See Ep. ad Adelph. 4. Tlie**as- and Newman, note in Athan.Treatiscs, 
sertion" b in the original Nicene ana- IL 443, and TracU TlieoL and Eccles. 
themas. p. 267. Comp. Cyril Alex, ad Tlieodos. 

' See Tom. ad Antioch. 7. c. 12. (Pusey, p. 56) tliat if the pur. 

' AArwir, cf. 3, 16; il. 1, 12* Ep. pose of the Incarnation were reduced 

a4 Epict. 7. ad Adelph. 2. to a mere manifestation of the Word, 

^ Apollinaris seemed to d'sown tliis, ** it were better for us to adopt Doce- 

I^eoot. adv. fraud. A p. Galland. xU. tism ;" but its purpose was far broader, 

701. Tel lieontius quotes him as as- the redemption of man In body and 

serting it, ib. xii. 704, 705 ; and what soul, which required an assumption 

be disowned was really what no one of both body and soul by the Son of 

wouM hoM, that flesh was coessentkl God, as the " root and first-fruits of 

with God, apart from Incamatk»n. those wlio are formed anew to new. 

•That Kibe Godhead. Bat*«wliat nesa of Ufe." ac. 
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and arffumenit. 83 

'* possible that He should become perfect Man. For irhere 
** there is perfect man, there is also sin : and two perfect 
*^ things cannot become one ^ : for otherwise that conflict 
''of sin which is in us would take place also in Christ % 
''and Christ would need the cleansing which we receive, if 
" on becoming man He assumed the thinking element and 
" that which in us directs * the flesh.'' But, they say, " He 
"assumed that which is without mind, that He Himself 
" might be mind p in Himself, and might be wholly if ithout 
"experience of sin, in regard to the Divine element, and 
" to the mindless flesh. For the flesh would not sin unless 
" that which directs the flesh, that is, the thinking element, 
" had previously conceived the idea of committing the sin, 

* Coni]Mre c Apollin. ii. 6. ApoU arc not excluded by the presence of 
linarii himself, quoted by lieontiuH, the sun or the rirer (Le. it does not 
Galland. xii. 706, 7, said that Christ follow tliat l)ecause the sun sh|nes into 
was perfect in Divine perfection, not a house, the sunbeamv most depart 
in human ; and Uiat tliere were not from it.) The human mind b perfect 
two natures perfect In themselves, be- in one sense, as superior to fvxi a»<1 
cause there were not two Sons. It body: but it is not perfect in compari- 
must be remembered that here, as in son with (Godhead. In Bp. 102hesayt 
the Quicunque, ** perfect man" means that ** perfect man" is understood bjr 
man in completeness of nature. See Apolllnaris to mean, not Him who was 
Newman's Tracts Thcol. and Eccles. " tried in all points as man yet witli- 
p. S64 ; " He (Apollinaris) arfcucd, as out sin," but the combination of God 
if from the nature of the case, tliat with flesh. In this equivocal sense, tlie 
nothinir could be taken up by the Di- phraHe was admitted. We must own 
vine Word into His personality, which that In Christ humanity is not a com- 
was aiready ind!viaiuil and one . . • plete thinf^ In the sense in which it in 
A^ r/Xcia could not in any real sense complete in each of us, Inasmudi as it 
coalesce and unite, for this would be Is not personal ; it b taken into union 
like sayingr that one and one do not with a Personality, an Ego, which b 
make two." He could not conceive Divine ; and as it belongfs to the mvs- 
that a human mind or spirit could exUt tery of the Trinity tliat the Divine 
apart from a separate human persona- Persons are not Individuab, so it be- 
lity. Athanasius, in effect, asserts that lon^pi to the mystery of the Incama- 
it can ; for he discbims the idea of tion that real manhood exbts witliout 
two ** perfections" or complete beinp:i a human personality. Compare New- 
separate from each other, below, c. 16, man's Sermons, lit 165, vi. 6i : lid* 
and constantly identifies the Son of don*s Bamp. Lect. p. 859 IT. and see 
Mary with the Son of God. Gregory below on c 10. 
Nvssen observes that G.Mlhead and * So Apollinaris, Galbnd. xK. 7^6, 
Manhood are not rebted to each other objected to the phrase, '* God assumed 
as perfect and imperfect, Antirrhet.50. the whole of man," on the icronnd 
Gregory Nasianzen says, Epbt. 101. that the whob of nwn was not pure 
that the objection, ** The Incarnate from all sin in thb life. 
Christ could not Include 8^ t/Acm," * T^ Jiyor r^y vdpKOt see c 20. So 
b taken frpm natural comparisons, Ir- in c Gentes, 33, tlie soul icimi rh 
rebvant as to spiritual natures. How, a^mftm. See Theod. v. 3, ** the natural 
he asks, can a human or angelic mind soul, which b entrusted with the office 
be called *' perfect " in such a sense as i$6rtip rh o'm/a**" Apollinaris held 
to be excluded by comparison with that in Christ, the *' hegemonical ** 
Godhead ? Compare a sunbeam to the element must be the Woitl. 
sun, a drop of water to a river : tke^ f t$ee E|iiphanius, Her. 77. iS. 



involves carnal or Docetie views, 87 

unalterable. But since Christy aeearding to the JtesK Rmu 9. 
sprang from men, from our brethren^ as it is written, and ccLl.llL 
was passible, and first-bom from the resurrection of the • * 
deadj as the Law had announced beforehand, how is it 
that you call that which is uncreate ** passible ? ' '' or how 
is it that you name that which is passible ^uncreate?'' 
or when you call the uncreate essence of the Word passi* 
ble, you blaspheme the Godhead : and when you apply to 
the passible flesh, adapted to the bones and blood and soul 
and throughout the whole of our body 3^, and made palpa- 
ble and visible, the term ** uncreate,'' you break down in 
(one of) two ways ; either by supposing the exhibition and 
the endurance of the Passion to be a mere appearance \ 
according to the impiety of the Manicheans % or else you 
think the like of the essence of the uncreated Grodhead. 
And then why do you censure those who imagine God to 
exist in a human form according to the flesh ^ ? 

4. But you say, that **\i became uncreate through its 
union with the uncreated One V But thereby your error 
will be exhibited as self-confuted: for the union of the 
flesh with the Godhead of the Word took place from the 
womb ; for from thence did the Word establish it when 
He came from heaven: since it had not existed before 
His coming, or before Mary the Mother of God', whose 

* Ii<H)ntiii8 cites ApolIinAris m ana- Jerome ; Socrates, ri. 7. Comp. Atli. 
tlieuiatmnfc tlioM^ who said that tho Treat. 1. SG7, note on Orat. c Ari. i. 
(fiNlhfvi(lwas]»iJwihle, amltliatfromit fil. Or perhaps he alludes to the 
came the fcclingpi of tlie soul. Galkind. Audncans : see Kpiphanius, llnr. 70 ; 
xii. I^Vi. ThtftNhiret, iv. 10. 

y Kal tXov». . o'ci^ror is apparently < Cp. c. 10, and Newman's Tracts 

an error for itaJEt tXou. Theol. and Ecd. p. 972. So ApoU 

■ *airrnffla¥^l6icnffi9. See Orat. c. linaris, as quoted by licontius, asks« 

Ariaii. iii. 32, **ilc liad a body not pw^ ** How can that whkli b vitally united 

Tflurff, hut really :" and Ep. Knict. 7. with the uncreate, not be uncreate 

* See Ep. Adclph. 2. Ncstonus, sa^'S with it ?*' Such binfnu4?e Is to be dis- 
Cvril, was constantly professing to be tingfuished from tlwt by which divines 
afraid ** that the Manicheans would have set forth the difrnity of the Body 
takeadvantageof thctermTlieotocos," which was united to Uod : e. g. llook- 
an if it implied Docetism : wliereas er, v. 54. 9. 

those wlio used it believed that the ' The plirase "Theotocos** means. 

Word, as Incarnate, "passed under '* She whoso dilld was Himself God," 

the law of human nature." Adv. or more fully, ** She of whom He Who 

Nest. i. 1. lico repeatedly connects b God was humanly bom." It is ap- 

Eutychianism with Manlcheism t e. g. plied to the Blessed Virgin beh>w, c. 

Ep. p. 59, and 124. 12. and Orat. c ArUn. Iii. 1 4, 29, 33. 

^ I. e. those who anticipated the See notes in Athan. Treatises. L 244 ; 

Anthrooomorphist fancies of Egyptian U. 420, 440. Cyril explains the term 

monks in the days of Theopbilus aod in reply to NosiuMrios ; tlie orthodox 
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88 Nor amid Hu flesh *' became** uncreate. 

descent alone ii deduced from Adam % and traced in gei- 
nealogy frx>m Abraham, and fr^m Davidi together with 
S. Joseph who was espoused to her, both of them being one 
fleekf flesh, as it is written, not by cohabitation, but by 
their being derived from one, for it is well attested that 
they continued inviolate '. Christ then is born in Bethle- 
hem of Judea, calling Joseph, who together ¥rith Mary was 
from David, ^ father ; ** laid to rest in swathing-clothes, and 
held by Symeon in his arms in the Temple, and brought to 
drcumcision of the flesh according to the law, and increae^ 
ing in tiaiure. If then ** it became uncreate through the 
VDion," how is it that it was not seen as fully complete, 
but, as the Word willed, as increase of the body took place ? 
But to ascribe increase to Him Who is uncreate, is impious. 
For by ** uncreate '' we mean what is by nature uncreate, 
admitting neither increase nor diminution. But that which 
shared with, or was united with, the uncreate, is said to be- 
long to the uncreate, but is not called itself uncreate, lest 
the benefit involved in the union should be forgotten, and 
the obligation of the benefit cancelled, and humanity, being 
still left in weakness, should fall into despair, being taught, 
as you hold, that it has no close tie to God, and the grace 
should be made to disappear. For who, on hearing that 
the Lord's Body is uncreate, while he knows that he him- 
self has been made and created, will not conceive the no- 
tion that the Holy Scriptures are false, and that he himself 
has no communion with Christ'? If the Uncreated One 
assumed an uncreated body, the first creation is in that case 
annulled: the archetypal^ Adam, whose posterity we are 
to this day by succession of fleshly descent, has perished. 
How then did Christ render us partakers of Himself? 
and how is it that the Apostle saith. For He who eancii" 
fleih and they who are eanctified are all from one F 

** njeet the rerj notion that the Word undent belief in tlic pcrpetnal Virgin 

eoold take a new beginning of exist- nitj of Marj, nee Mill on Mjrtliical in- 

cnce from the Holjr Virgin, but call terpretation of the Gospels, p. 165 ff. 
her Tbeotocos because she gare birth ' Here we see how ApoUinarianism 

to the Emmanuel, who is by nature is opposed in the interest of our true 

Ood,** adv. Nest. I. 1. (Pusey, p. 6i.) fellowship with Christ. 

* Apwurentljr he understood the pe- ^ I. e. original. Hie Endratitet 

digree in 8. IjuIm in bm that of Maiy. hekt that Adam was not sared, Euseb. 

' See Ormt. c Ari. U. 70. On the It. iU. 
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To call it eoeiernal, impious. 80 

5. But let no one venture to think of the Godhead of the 
Wordi that in the same sense as it is from God, so too are 
we, as the most impious Arians ventare to say', or that at 
any rate it is so in reference to the exhibition of the 
flesh S and to that form of the tervant ', that is, of the PhO. S. 
'' protopkst ^ ^^ Adam, which He assumed who was in the ^* ^ 
form of God (as) God. Now generally, among things made, 
the term ^uncreated'' is applied to that which never yet 
existed, because it has not come into being. Are you then, 
while you hold that flesh never did ^come into being ** at 
all in the Word, actually intending to make a negation * 
under a well-sounding phrase, so as not to acknowledge 
anything in that which is '' uncreated*?'' For it is only 
the being of the Godhead which is thought of as uncreate x 
so that to call the uncreated being ^passible,'' and the 
passible ''uncreate,'' is impious. For to think that it 
is not by means of the union that the nature *of man- 
hood^ which has been made, belongs to the Word, but that 
it is coetemal> and is made equal to the nature of God 
by identity of nature, is impious* For the Lord exhibited 
flesh and blood, and bones, and a soul in pain and agitation 
and distress. Now one cannot say that these things are 
natural ^ to Godhead : but they came to belong to God by 
nature, when it pleased the Word to undergo human birth, 
and to reconstitute in Himself, (as) in an image of new- 
ness, that handy- work of His own which had been dis- 
organized by sin, and corruption, and death ^. Therefore 

1 Compare Atban. de Sjnod. 17» tion.*' '*Tlie ApoUiiuurian b caught 

8oc. ii. 45. in his own net." 

^ See licontiat adv. fraud. Apoll. "*n^wr^irAa(rref,anodedtoin IHid. 

Oalland. Bibl. xii. 703. Valcntinus, S. 13, "Adam was fint funned/* 

the moderate Apollinarian, wliile ar- occurs in Wisdom 8. 1. 

(ruing: against Tuiiotlijr, tlie more ejc- " Tiiat is, **Your phrase 'uncreate* 

treme, and sa)ing tliat Clirist's flesh majr involve you in a difficulty; as if 

was not cocssentiat with His Divinity, you meant tliat Clurist's flesh has 

still si>caks as if the main purpose of never come to exist at all." 

His assumption of flesli had been to * Here, implicitly, he acknowledges 

show His Divinity through a medium, that the Incarnate Lord had a human 

> See 8. Ambrose, Ep. 4G, on a dis- nature as well as a Divine. So in 

ciission held with an ApoUinarian. Orat. c. Arian. iii. 53. 

The Apollinarian had insisted on the f Literally, ** nature of." Comp. 

phrase ** form of a servant : " but as Orat. c Ari. Iii. 34. 

'* form of God" must mean *' the ex- i l.e. physical corruption, the dis* 

pression of Divine perfection," so solution of the body ; see De Incam. 

form of a sen'ant" must mean ** tlie Verbi, 3. 
plenitude of human nature and coodl- 
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90 Chris fi work for us implies true Manhood. 

He effected on earth the condemnation of sin, and on the 
tree the abolition of the curse, and in the sepulchre the 
redemption of corruption, and in Hades, the dissolution 
of death : having visited every place, that He might effect 
the salvation of the whole of man ', exhibiting in Himself 
a form resembling our own. For what need was there for 
God to be bom of a woman, for the Maker of the ages to 
increase in stature and have His years numbered, or again 
to have experience of the cross, or the sepulchre, or Hades, 
to which we all had become subject, unless He was seek- 
ing us, giving us life through His form which was like our 
own, and inviting us to imitate and resemble a perfect 
image ? And how would imitation of perfection be possi- 
ble, if there had not preexisted the perfection which knows 
.a. 9. no defect? as the Apostle says. Having put off the old 
'*^ wuan^ and put on the new matij which according to God has 
been created in holiness and righteousness of truth. 

6. Who then taught you to say '' uncreated ? '' 'Mf 
therefore a nature ^ becomes uncreate" by means of change, 
then it may become also invisible and immortal, not after 
death, but as being incapable of death* How then was it 
that the Lord died, if it was uncreatedly that the Uncreate 
One sojourned on earth ? or how did He become visible 
and tangible, as it is written. That which we have seen and 
our hands have handled F How is it, then, that you say 
what is not written — what is not lawful even to think of? 
For you will furnish all heretics with an opinion like to 
that most impious one of him who was once called Rheto- 
rius", whose impiety it is fearful even to mention. Either 
then, deny the Divine Scriptures, or, if you acknowledge 
them, do not think of uttering, beside what is in Scripture, 

* Ortffttrj NazUnzen sayi, Epist. pcrior be aisumed abo ? . . . • Mind 

101 ** Wbat wai not assumed '* (by liad in fact been the first to fall in 

tiM Son in the Incarnation) is un- Adam, therefore mind was assumed 

licAled : it b what was united to God by Christ." See too his Orat. 22. VS. 

thmt b sared. If Adam fell in half And Ambrose; '*The very purpose 

hb being, tlien what was assumed and for which He came was to save the 

ia Mved may be only halt • • . [Here whole of man. Si non totum redemit, 

cone wonb dted on c.2.] . . it b fefellit." Bp. 48. 6. 

fliM tliat oar mind was condemned. * See Augustine, Heresies, 72, that 

is Dol Sesh, then, condemned too ? If Rlietorius held that all heretics' had 

wlwl b inlerior b assumed in order right on their side. On this " iibcni- 

to be MMtiAed, shaii not wbat b stt. lism" cf. Ath. Treat, L 178. 
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It ii He whom we adore in Hie bodjf. 91 

other words of incurable deceit. But you say again, ^ fFe - 

do not worship a creature ^" O unthinking menl why do 
ye not take account of this, that the Lord's Body, though 
it was made, receives that worship which is not due to 
what is created"? for it has become the body of the un« 
created Word ; for it is to Him whose body it has become 
that you address the worship \ Therefore it is both wor- 
shipped as of right, and worshipped as Divine, for the > OctmM 
Word to whom the body belongs, is God, since, when the 
women approached the Liord, He said, by way of hindering 
them. Touch me not ^ /or I am not yet ascended to My Fa- 8. John 
ther : indicating that an ascension was necessary, and that ^' ^^' 
such ascension would be one^ Nevertheless, they ap- 
proached, and took hold of Hie feet, and wor shipped Him \ 8. Mau. 
They took hold of feet, they worshipped God. It was **• •• 
feet of bones and flesh that they were handling, but feet 
that were God's ; it was God that they worshipped. And 
elsewhere the Lord said. Handle Me and see, for a spirit f\}^^ 
hath not flesh and bones, as ye see Me have; and yet He • 
Himself was Spirit*, for God is Spirit. And when saying 8- Jolw 
that He had them, and exhibiting them, how was it that ^ ^^ 
He said, A spirit hath not flesh and bones, as ye see Aff,— 
He saith not " being,'* but — " having,'* — if it were not to 
teach us, that the nature of Spirit is ineffable, while this 
handling relates to a body like ours, which He acquired 
for Himself from the Virgin not by a form of operation ^, 

* Mcaninfc, " It is you who wonhip y I. e. that in the aiicention of Hb 
A man.*' They used, says Oreg. Naz. Body He Himself would ascend. 

Kp. 10:2. to make much use of the ■ Quoting from memory, he con- 

scntencc, "We must worship, not a founds the scene in 8. Jolm 80. 17 

man dotlied witli God, (or, carrying witli tliat in 8. Matt. S8. 0. 
iiod,) but God ciotlicd witli flesh." * Compare the frequent use by the 

This was to tliem a wp^ypofina rqr ip^ eariy fathers of ** 8pirit ** for Christ*a 

Ooho^lasi they inscribed it over their Divine Nature, according to the use of 

house-doors. Of course, it had an it Uom. 1.4. (null, Judgment of Cath. 

ortliodox sense ; see Tlicodorct, H. Church, p. U7)* See Atlianasian 

K. iv. 8. Tlic idea of worsliipping Treatises, lib. Path. i. 106. compare 

** a man B€o^6pof '* was rightly con- Bp. Lightfoot's St. Clement of Rome* 

demned by Cyril, Anath. 5. Explan. p. «30U ; and Tertullian adr. Marc iv. 

5. adv. Ni«t. i. 2, on the ground that :)3. and Tertull. Lib. Path. p. 32i. 

so to describe Christ was to rank Him Doubtless thb use contributed to the 

with the Saints. Athanasiua himself confusion between Christ's Godhead 

speaks of Jesus as Of^r a^dpKa popmiff and the highest part of His humanity. 
Orat. c. Arian. iii. 51. ^ O&ir ^yfpycter rpiw^t i.e. not aa 

• literally, ** that worship which b if He limply created it by His own 
not created." Sec Ep. Addph. 7. power. 

' Sec Ep. Addpli. 7. 
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92 To call Christ's flesh <" heavenly in origin** 

• 

but by natural birth, that His body might both be natural, 
"* and idso by way of nature inseparable from the Godhead 
of the Word? For thus also did the Death take place; 
the body was undergoing it by way of nature, but the 
W<Ntl permitting it by His will, and in the exercise of a 
right* delivering His own Body to death that He might 
Buffer for us naturally, and rise again for us Divinely. And 
the whole transaction of His Nativity and Death looks to 
the object of seeking and recovering us. 

7. This being so, and being acknowledged in the Catho- 
lic Church of God, how is it that you again say that the 
body was brought from Heaven ', and why did Christ do 
this ? Tell us, was it that He might bring down a body 
from heaven upon earth, and make the invisible visible, and 
that which could not be outraged susceptible of outrage, 
and the impassible passible and mortal ? And what bene- 
fit was involved in this, O thoughtless men, if you say that 
that took place in Christ which took place in the proto- 
^ g, plast Adam, unless Christ, having appeared in likeness of 
sifrfulfleshj and condemned sin in the flesh, had restored by 
an incomparable restoration that which fell in Adam * : so 
that He both lived in flesh on earth, and exhibited the 
flesh as incapable of sin, that flesh which Adam had in a 
sinless state from his first creation, and by his transgression 
made capable of sin ', and fell down into corruption and 
death ? This flesh He raised up in a condition of being 
by nature sinless, that He might shew that the Maker was 
not the cause of sin, and He established it in accordance 

< *E{««rMrruc6f . rf. S. John 10. 18, fendingr the title "Tlieotocos,** is op. 

^|««ricr lx« 9f iMu ft^ifr. posed to the notion that Christ's bod/ 

' Greg. Nil. expUins *' The second was brouglit down from lieaven. Tbeo- 

BftB firom hearen" of the anion (of philus, (I'Sssch. Ep. 8. trmnsUted by 

BBan) with the Heavenl/ One, Epist. Jeron)e,Kp.98)siiys that "He brouglit 

101. tiregorjr of Nrssa accuses tlie from heaven nothing nostra condi- 

Apofflnarians of making the Word tionis." 

floUX, and, the Son's Godhead mor. • Uterall/ <* the fall of Adam." 

tal (c. ApolUn. torn. iii. p. 262, So in ' Strictly, of course, Adam was 

Us Antirrheticos.) Cyril Alex, ex- created capable of falling, as were the 

plains 1 Cor. 15. 47 to mean, not that Angels. Tliat is, he had not the 

He brought down flesh from Hearen, *' non posM peccandi "— onl/ the 

bal that He who b God came down, " posse non peccandi ! " but the 

Qvod wms sit Cbristus, Puscj, p. 346. *' non posse peccandi " belonged to 

And in bb Ep. to John of Antioch, our liord's Manhood through its per« 

c»llcd'*LKtentureoRU''(PiiiM7, p.46) sonal union with God. See on c 

be shows that hb whole line, in de- ApolUn. ii. 9. 
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with the original' creation of its own nature, that He Him- 
self might be the exhibition of sinlessness. Vain, then, 
are their imaginations who go astray and say that the 
Lord's body was from heaven. Rather, what Adam brought 
down from heaven to earth \ Christ carried up from earth 
to heaven: and what Adam brought down into eomiptiony 
and condemnation to death, when it had been sinless and 
uncondemned, that did Christ show forth ^ as incorrupt!- 
ble, and capable of delivering from death, so that He had 
authority on earth to forgive sins, to exhibit incorruption S* Matt. 
(by rising) out of the sepulchre, and by visiting Hades to 
destroy death, and to proclaim to all the good tidings of 
resurrection, because God created man to be immortaL and Wlid. t. 
made him the image qf His otpn eternity , but by the deviPs ^ 
envy J death came into the worlds and when it was under 
the reign of death unto corruption. He did not overlook 
it ^, for He Himself became man ; not ' that He was turned 
into the form of man, nor that, as if neglecting real human 
existence *", He exhibited Himself merely under a shadow, 
— but He who is by nature God was bom man, that these 
two might be one% perfect in all things, exhibiting His 
birth as natural* and most true. Therefore it is said. And l^i^ t. 
He gave to Him the name which is above every name, to gl John 
reign over the heavens and have authority to execute Judg^-^ '• V. 
ment. 

8. For the Word, who is the Maker ' of the universe, was 
seen as Son of Man, not as having become some one dif- 
ferent, but a second Adam, that even from that name we 
might understand the truth. And the Apostle shows the 

ff Tiitemlly " archetypal." c. 4. hare ol vcif««8«f ib. p. 41. Tbe 

^ This plirasc, of course, is not to thouffht is expanded in Atlianat. de 

l)e taken literally ; it only means, what lucarn. Verbi, 6. 

Adam de^irracled. > Quoted by Leontius, c Nest, et 

I 'Ay/8ci(rr. It mayhave simply the Eutycii. i. 

senseof "rendere<l,"as in tlie iuvoca* "* "Twap^uf. To this word, in od 

tiim and subsequent intercession in Afros4, vv^otfif ismadeequiralenf. 

S. Uaidrs lAiuTfiy, Hammond's Utur- " I.e. one Person : V §Ts f rii {«^ 

fci«s Eastern and Western, pp. 114, Tfp«,soc. 16. Tiiis clearly supports 

124. the doctrine of the Hypostatic Union. 

^ A touching Liturffic phrase : • ♦vo-uc^r. Not of course^ tliat the 

compare the ** Clementine" Tlianlcs. Nativity was not, as we should say, 

fCivinf^, iivoXKCfAti^if o^x ^«p««S«ft " supernatural," cp. ad Max. 8 ; but 

Hammond's liturgies, p. 14. and that He really became Man. 

S. Mark's Liturgy in the parallel ' Ai|^#»pyir,ad AfrM4,ad Adelpli, . 

pUce. ib. p. 180. Id S. James's we 4. 
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^4 Wkai U implied in ''Son qfManJ' 

* protoplast" to have been the elder, showing that what 
is fSfeUeal is Jirsi, what is spiritual second. But in 
speaking of ^psychical" and spiritual, he does not show us 
two different bodies, but the same body : the first under 
tlie anthority and belonging to the nature of soul, there- 
fore psychiod, but the second under the authority and be- 
longing to the nature of spirit, therefore spiritual : for God 
tbe W<Ntl is a SpirU ^ : for so also we can understand what 
, is said of our case, in the words, TTie spiritual man search^ 
eik omt all thingsy hut the psychical man receiveth not the 
things of the Spirit. And yet, while the body of both men 
is one, he shows that that which partakes of the Spirit is 
to be understood as spiritual, whereas he who has conti- 
nued in the soul's power alone is shown ' to be psychical. 
And if the truth be on your side, why in the world is it 
tbat Christ is not called merely '' Man,'' as if He were some 
new one who had come among us from heaven, — but He be- 
cmme ^ Son of Man ? " If then He became Son of Man on 
earth, and yet was bom not of the seed of man, but of the 
Holy Spirit, He must be understood to be thought of as 
Son of one, the protoplast, Adam. For besides that Adam 
who is from earth, no other man is regarded as having ex- 
isted in heaven, so as both to have his body from heaven, 
and also be a Son of Man irrespectively of Adam *. There- 
fore Matthew records Him as son of Abraham and David 
according to the flesh, but Luke ranks Him in the genea- 
logy as Son of Adam and of God. If then yuu are disciples 
of the Gospel, do not speak unrighteousness against God, 
bat keep dose to what is in Scripture, and to what took 
place. But if you choose to say things contrary to what 
is in Scripture, why do you fight against us, who do not 
consent to hear or say anything contrary to what is in 
Scriptures as the Lord saith, ffye continue in My word, 
ye shall be free indeed ? 

< Here again vrcv^ b used for the * Again lie insbts on tlio entire 

DMiM Nature of CItrbt, q>. c. 6. Snripturalness of tlie Catliolic doc- 

' The eoBitniction in the Benedic- trine, lee Ep. Jot. I. So below, lie 

tia« text b irregular. On tbe ** mr- implies that wliat b '* not in Scripture** 

cbieal Ban** see Abp. Trench, N. T. (not capable, at least, of being dls- 

SifMsijna, IL 96. tinctl/ proved thereby) b ** alien to 

• ABuding to tbe ApoIUnarian notion true religion." But with tlib he 

•# as arelMtjpal ceicstbl Manhood. combines Church authorit/, c. SO. 
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ChriiVi^fieMh derived from Abraham. 05 

9. How then can you any longer be deemed fiuthfal, or. i 

Christians, who neither keep close to the words of Scrip- 
ture, nor believe in what took place, but yentore to de- 
fine what is beyond nature ? 1$ it a small thing far you ^ 7* 
to enter into a contest with men, and how do ye enter on i jct 
a contest with God? For if those who disbelicTed the 
prophets were condemned, how much more those who do 
not put faith in the Master Himself? For how is it that 
you dare to think or to speak in a different way of the 
things which He Himself willed and was pleased to do, for 
the putting away of sin and death ? If we confess Him, 
He will also confess us ; tfwe deny Him, He also will deny 2 Tin. 
uSf if we believe not, yet He abideth faitl^fiUy for He cannot \^yl^ 
deny Himself. For what means this extreme and wild ex- i«i Si. 
travagance of yours, to say what is not in Scripture, and 
to think what is alien from religion ? ^ For you attempt to 
call the flesh coessential with the Godhead, not considering 
that the impiety in which you involve yourselves is thus 
doubled. For it has come into your mind to say this, so 
that you should either deny the flesh, or blaspheme the 
Godhead, saying, in your words, ** We say that He who 
was bom of Mary is coessential with the Father V But 
this phrase of yours, which you deem reverential % shall be 
shown to be cither superfluous or foolish. For who among 
the faithful will not admit that God the Word, who came 
among us, and proceeded as Man from the Holy Virgin 
Mary 7, being coessential with the Father, became man of 
the seed of Abraham', whose son also he is regarded to 
have been, and that the coessential Word of God became, 
according to the flesh, Son of David ? Therefore also do 
prophets and apostles and evangelists reckon Christ in the 
genealogy, according to the flesh, as of the seed of David. 
How then can you without a blush assert that flesh, which 
is genealogically described as of David's seed, to be coes- 
sential with the Word ? or, on the other hand, as we said, 
you say this foolishly, not considering that what is coes- 

• As If to lajr, « IFe fruard the Cjrril imiUtes Atlian in Ep. id Neat. 

Personal Union of God and Man in S. S, ** God tlie Word . . • • v^lfA^t r 

Christ ; but you imperii It." Mp^twos from a woman." 

> See ad Max. 7. > Cf. CjrrU Explan. 1. 

r Cp. Epict. 12; c Apollin. ii. 5. 
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06 To call Hi»fie$h <" eoesseniial with the Word^ 

tential has indeed identity of nature, but exhibits its own 
perfection in itself S For as the Son, who is confessedly 
eoesaential with the Father, is confessed to be perfect in 
Tq;ard to the Perfect One^ — as is the Holy Spirit : for the 
Trinity is coessential: — ^you then will assign perfection 
also to the ** coessential flesh," in addition to the perfec- 
tion of the Word, and on your theory a Quaternity ' instead 
of a Trinity will be proclaimed. And what is to be said 
of such an impious notion ? 

10. But yon say, the flesh became coessential with the 
Word'. How did it become coessential? tell me. ''It 
became the Word, and even became Spirit.*' But if that 
which is not by nature Godhead became in fact Godhead 
by conversion, why do you blame Arians, who put forward 
the same notion as to the Word * ? And yet Scripture says. 
The Word became fleehy not. The Flesh became Word. 
But it is said. The Word became flesh, because the flesh 
became that of the Word, and not of some man ' ; that is, 
God became Man; and it is said. He 'became flesh', lest 
you should pass by the name of flesh '. If then you are 
not content with the natural^ union, apart from all confu- 

• 80 In de Sjrnodb 45, that the ascribe the 'becomlngr' to the flesh :^ 
bUiops at Nicca used the phrase Ho- and ib. ii. 44, our ** bod/ which He 
■MMHisioB to set forth the truth tliat assnmed on becominfc man, b Wis- 
the 8on b not of different nature from dom's honse, and with reason is it said 
the Father. b/ John, • Tlie Word became flesh.* " 

k Cp. ad Afroa, 11. 8. Auirnstine sa/s that ** flesh*' is put 

« Thb b a retort of the Apollina- for ** Man," in order to empliasize the 

rian chance a|[[ainst the Catholics, thst self-humiliation, de Dir. Quiest. 83, 

tbef imagined a Quaternit/ instead n. 80 ; cp. Orat. c. Ari. lil. 80. 

of aTrinit/. Ep. Epict, 9 ; see below, ^ • Natural' here denotes an union 

c. 19. 8. Ambrose makes a like re- in which the flesh reailjr became that 

tort, ** Itaque qoartum Increatum ... of the Word's own Person, see below, 

bdiicant.'' delnesm. 8acr. 78. c. 11, 16. S.Cyril, Expbn. Cap. 3. 

' Moderate Apollinarians discblm- (Pusey, p. 246) sajs that a ** natural 

ed thb. 8ee Newman, IVacts Theol. union" means a '* real" one ; that it 

and Bed. pp. f78, 277. implies no confusion of the natures, 

• I. e. that the Son or Word was but means the unit/ of Subject or 
made God in an improper or titubr Person. Theodoret, at the end of his 
sense, b/ the fiat of the Father 1 see second Dblofpie, entitled 'Atf^irror, 
ad Afros, ff ; cf. c Apoll. ii. 11. quotes passages In which Apolllnaris 

' 80 CjrO, that it b ** not the flesh discblms the notion of a confusion, 

ef a man • • . connected with the lib comment b that ** the man who 

Word," Ep. ad Nest. 3. 7, and cf. was first to introduce the mixture of 

Expbn. 10, that Nestorians refrard the natures ww thus constrained b/ 

the Virgin't 800 ai frtp^r tim beside the power of truth to admit their dis- 

tbe Wofd. tinctneia." 

« See One. c Ariaa. 1. 60. «<We 
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ii to disown Him as Son qfMam. 97 

sion' between the Word and the flesh tlmt became Ilia oxm^ 
and with the statement that God became Man; in that 
case, you neither hear nor wish to believe, since you are 
not content when you hear of that which is above all the 
praise that we can think of, a Body of God \ according to 
him who says, IVho wiU transform the body qf our Atimi- pul a. 
Uationj that it may become conformed to the body qf His ^^' 
glory ; which is an indication of the age to come: and 
further it is called ''the body of His glory •'' And the Lord 
also says. When the Son qf Man shall come; He means 8. Matt. 
that Son of God, who became Son of Man, being both *' * 
Judge of living and dead, and King, and Sovereign, and 
very God. But you wish to proscribe the word ' body ^/ 
or any application of the term 'man' for Clurist"*. How 
can you go on reading the Divine Scriptures, when Mat- 
thew writes, the book of the (feneration qf Jesus Christ, 8* Malt. 
Son ofDavidy Son of Abraham^ and John, In the beginning g* j^ 
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word 1* 1* 
was God? Now if you mean to consider 'Word,' and' God/ 
and 'Son of David,' as separately existing*, you will have 
to speak of two words : but if, being taught by the Divine 



* *K9vyx^^' I'erc ho anticipates tbat He ww « Man ;" that lie liad 

tlie ffreat anti-MonopliyBite watclu sumod a true humanit/. Compare 

word of tlie next century, {wet tlie S.Amlmise, Bp. 46, 7» tnatan ApoUU 

Chalcedonian Definition of Paitli, and narian liad said, ** He toolc tlie form of 

Hooker T. 54. 10.) wliicli wan also a scn'ant, we do not read that ll« 

anticipated by C}Til Alex. Apol. adv. was a servant ;" see lielow, c. Apidlin. 

Orient. 1, tt. (i'usey, p. 20r>, 3G1.) ii. t.3. Cyril Alex. m>*s that ''tlm 

adv. Nest. i. 1 . ( Pusey, p. G*2.) Wonl, altliough He is by naturo 

*■ Bp. ad Addpli. 3. Tlie Apolli- (iod, lias biHMi called 5lan as havinijr 

nnrianii, he moans, were not cont(*nt becomu jmrtakcr of flesh and bloml, 

with the statement that an actually like ourselves, and assumed our hu 

human b<Mly had come to belong to manity in a perfi^t state according^ to 

a Divine Person, and so attaincHl an its proper law of beinff.*' Scholiii, 4 

InefTable dip^nity. For the phrase, (Pusi^, p. 50G.) Theidorct makes 

*' Gotl's Bmly,** see on ad Adelph. 3 ; use of this passaf^e, in hbi second Dia- 

cp. Kpict. G; Max. 3 ; c. Apoll. i. G, 18. lof^ue, p. 1G8 ; and also makes ** Or- 

' So (irefc. Nai. Kpi^^t. 101. The thotlox" arfi^"® tluit it is necessary to 

Eutychian also, in Tbeodoret*s first call Christ Man as well as God, or 

Dialogue, is made to object to the that it is not ''superfluous*' to do 

phrase, '* He assumed a bo<Iy.*' so. See below, ii. 18, and Newman, 

"* It is true (see on c. G) that Christ Tracts Tlieol. and Eccl. p. 2Qi, 
is not " a man" In the sense that any ■ Kar^ iialptctp. He means, ** No 

human Indiviilual is a human person doubt, if you were asked by us to ad- 

(see Athan. Orat. Arian. Hi. 51 ; New. rait that the Son of (iod and the Son 

man's Sermons, vi. 62.) ; but although of Man were two persons, tbat woutd 

Apollinaris himself sometimes spoke mean two Cbrbts : but we utterly n*. 

of Him as Man, the Apollinarians pudUte such an hlea." The doctrine 

shrank from admitting in plain words of the ** One Person in two Natures ** 

II 
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98 The One Chriit i» both God and Man. 

Scriptures, you believe that the Word, being God, became 

"* Son of Man, you will know that the Christ is one, the self- 

Bime*, both God and Man : that the twofold aspect of the 

announoement ' of His coming might involve a convincing 

proof alike of the Ptosion and the impassibility, as when 

1 TIbi. the Apostle says ^ The Man Christ Jetus, who gave Him^ 

Khb. a. ^V ^ Tomomfor all, God blessed for ever. And writing 

A* to Timothy, he says. Remember Jesus Christ, of the seed 

^ qf David, who was raised from the dead. And the same 

Apostle says agtun, JVe announce His death, until He 

come'* 

11. If, then, on the strength of your acknowledging '' the 
Goessential,'' you take away the name of the flesh, and 
the application of the name '^ Man " to Christ, either you 
no longer ^announce His death until He come,'' and 
then you nullify the Scriptures; or else, announcing, in 
your view, the death of Him who is coessential with 
the Father and the Holy Spirit, without acknowledging 
that Christ suffered in flesh, you will say that even tlie 
Godhead of the Father and of the Holy Spirit is itself 
capable of death *; and then you have become more im- 

impUei that it b possible for a Dirine Manhood,** according to the forma. 
Penon to adopt a haman sphere of lary accepted by C^ril from John of 
existence in addition to tlae Divine, Antioch ; see Cyril, Ep. ad Joan, 
and witlioat pr^jmlice to the oneness (Pusey, p. 44.) 
9i Hb Penonaiity. See above, p. 85. ' T^ ZiwKovv it^pvyfia, corop. Orat. 
• Compare Tom. ad Antioch. 7 ; and c Arian. iU. 29, thst tlie account 
c Arian. ir. 86, ** Not some different (iwoyytXlar) if tlie Saviour in Holy 
Christ, iNit one and the same." So Scripture b twofold. And see below 
llibry da Trinit. x. 19, ** there b no c. 13, and c Apollin. ii. S, 18. Thb 
ctluer Son of Man than He who b Son does not mean that He is SirXovr in 
«if God 1 nor any other in the form of the sense In which Cyril rejects that 
God, than He who was born as per- phrase, Ep. ad Nest. 3. 8, that b, 
feet man In the form of a servant.** the sense of a double personality. 
Tbiia Hilary, like Athanasius, and ^ An instance of the combination 
Bice Ambrose In de Fide ii. 7. 58, de of two texts. On the sense of Rom. 
Incam. Sacr. 6. 48, and Auffustine 9. 5, see Ep. Epict. 10. 
Kncfair. 25, excludes Nestorianbm ' KeerayydXXofi^w, here understood 
bdoreband, as did the Council of in its natural sense of announcing or 
Cbaleedon afterwards in its Definitio making^ solemn acknowledf^ent as he- 
Fidel, ** We acknowledge our l<ord fore men. The text is thus used in the 
Jcras Christ as one and the same IJturgies, see Hammond, Liturfciea 
Son, the mme perfect in Godhead, East.and West. pp. 42, US, 187,811. 
the mme perfect in manhood, truly * Tlieodoret quotes from Apollina- 
Ood and truly Man, the same from a ris several passages admittinjr that 
iBtlfOQal soul and a body, coessential the death was endured ty Chrbt's 
with the Fktber as to Godhead, and flesh, the Godhead being impassible, 
the mme coessential with us as to Dbl. iii. p. S55. See below. 
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He ^ iiffered in Jlesh/* not m Godhead. 99 

pious than all the heretics. For it was the death of the 
flesh which became that of the coessential Word^ For it 
was not the Father nor the Holy Spirit that wore flesh, 
as those who hold the impiety of Valentinus imagine*: 
but ** the Word became flesh." Wherefore we, in confes- 
sing Christ to be God and Man, do not say this for the 
sake of making a division^ God forbid'! but on the contrary, 
according to the Scriptures, to the end that, since Fusion 
and Death have taken place, and are being ^announced 
until He come,'' we may confess the Passion and the Death 
to have taken place in regard to the flesh of the Word, 
but may believe the Word Himself to be unchangeable 
and unalterable ^ Therefore it is He who sufi*ered and 
who did not suffer'; being impassible and unchangeable 
and unalterable in the Divine nature, but having euffered l A. Pit. 
tit flenhy as Peter said % and willed to taste of death : be- 
cause He became a Mediator between God and men, ihe\Tlm.9, 
Man Christ, who gave Himself a ransom /or ail, and again ^ 
' because He became a Mediator between God and men/ 

Noio a mediator is not a mediator of one, but God is one. QaL !• 

flo. 

* Tills rIioiiM be read alonff with tlic one Christ, 

c. ApoHin. ii. 1 1 . Cf. Unit, c Ari. iii. f Cyril of Aksx. lUsf Inctlv wen this, 

at. •« Not that God the Word In His own 

" A lax use of " Valentinus,*' pro- nature suffered bk»ws and i^erdnpi, 

lialily alludinf^ to the aflinity between for the Divinity b lm|iassible: but 

the "enianatiHt" form of Sabollian- since that body which had become His 

Uni and the Valentinuin scheme of own suffinred, He Himself b said to 

JEo\i9, have sulf(*red this for uh ; for He wlio 

■ See c. ApoIIin. il. 10. 12. The is impassible was in the sufferings body, 
A)K>1Iinarians accused the orthodox Ep. ad. Nest. 2. (I*usey, p. (>.) And 
of asserting two Sons, a Son by na- in A\hi\, adv. Orient. 12. (Pusoy, p. 
tiire and a Son wlio was afterwards 870, ff".) when charfn^d with virtually 
ndd**d by adoptitm. ** I know not with htdding that the Wonl suflVred as the 
whom they are contending. I never Word, he answers in effect, ** NolMwly 
yet knew of any one who said such a holds thU ; of course the Word could 
tiling,*' Gregory N^iwen, c. Apollin. not suffer as (tod, but only as Man, 
(t4)iu. iii. p. 262.) He goes on to refute Kara rh av^pibwiwov, and as having ap* 
such a notion by arguing tliat a per- propria ced the conditions of the Man- 
sun might just as well take each Thco- hood which He had assumed." So as 
phany In the O. T. to belong to a dif- tn change, Apol. adv. Orient. 1. '* They 
ferent *' Son." But this is the Epistle say they are afraid lest. . • any diange 
containing the quasl-Eutyclibn pas- should be supposed tn Imve befallen 
sago of which Hooker doubted the the Word's Divine value. I ap|daud 
genuineness, E. P. v. 58. 2. Gregory their anxiety (<€«>*«), but. Ice." 
Nazianzen says, *• Tlaev accuse us of ■ See c. ApoU. ii. 2, Epict. 6. 
breaking up the peerless and won- ■ Athanasius luid quotes this text 
drous Union," Ep. 102. Similarly, in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 34, with the same 
in the next century tlie Monophysites purpose. See below, on Cyril's 12th 
accused their adversaries of dividing Anathema. 
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100 To call Hitfleih *^ coenential with the Word'' 

m, 

12. Wherefore they are in error who say that the Son 
who suffered is one, and He that suffered not is another^. 
For beside the Word there is no other that underwent 
death and the Passion*: but the impassible and incorporeal 
W<Ntl Himself endured to be bom in the flesh of man, 
9» 'and fulfilled all things, that He miff hi have someihinff to 

Mw 1.4. ^^ '^^ ^^ ^^^ ^^ ^' ^^ ^ ^^^® become superior to 
the Angeh : it was not the Word Himself, the Maker of 
the Angels, that became their superior, as if He had ever 
been inferior' ; but that *' form of the servant," which the 
Word Himself made His own ' by natural birth, rose up 
as superior out of the generation of the protoplast, and 
brought us into intimacy with itself, as has been said, when 

^H^ti we became /e^to-ct'/ur^fu with the sainti, and members of 
the household of God: and it became by nature God's own 
flesh, not as being coessential with the Godhead of the 
Word, as if it were coetemal, but as having become His 
own by nature, and inseparable by virtue of the union, 
while it was from the seed of David and of Abraham and 
of Adam, from whom we also are descended. But if the 
flesh is ** coessential with the Word," and coetemal, you 
will next have to say, in consequence, that all the creatures 
also are coetemal with the God who created all things. 
And how will you continue to be Christians, if you en- 
tangle yourselves in such knots as these ? For that which 
is coessential, impassible, and incapable of death, does not 
admit of union with what is ^' coessential" in regard to *' hy- 
postasis," but in regard to *' nature ;" whereas in regard to 
^ hypostasis" it exhibits its own perfection '• So that, by 

^ Compare Eptct. 11. resigned His pre-eminence abore the 

* Thb wu the one point for which holy angels, bat reassumed it at His 

Crril Alex, contended: see his Ex. ascension, Itc. In Orat. c. An. ii. 59, 

plan. Cap. 9, 3. and Apol. ad Orient. Atlian. Ukes it differently. 

3, fic It b stated br Pearson, On • *lii9wos^ffaro. See Ep. Epict. 6. 

the Creed, art. 4 ; ** when our 8a. ' This passage should be compared 

Yionr fsstcd forty days, there was no with one at the end of c. 9, where he 

other person hungry than that Son of argues that *' flesh,*' even if deemed 

God whkh made the world," ftc and ** coessential with the Word," cannot 

Hooker, t. 52. 3, ** No person was be thought to lose its own subsistence, 

bom of the Vhrgin but the Son of and tlii^oro will on their own show. 

Ood." ing be a •'fourth" beside the Holy 

' Cf. e. Apollln. 11. 15. As Cyril Three. So here, assuming -their pre- 

savt, ad Pulcheriam et Eudoc S, miss of the coessentiality existing be- 

(Pttser, p. f70) that when He passed tween the Word and the flesh of 

j^to tlM sphere of bomanity, He to for Christ, he says in effect, *• The Word 






wrong$ Godhead or iuggeiU Doceilim* 101 

that invention of yoars, which you consider pious, you 
either deny the flesh derived from the Virgin Mother of 
God ff or you blaspheme the Godhead. But if your con- 
fession of the Son and of the Holy Spirit as coessential 
with the Father has reference to the flesh that suffered, 
why do you continue to blame us, as if we spoke of a 
Quatemity instead of a Trinity, while you yourselves, 
even against your will> confess a Quaternity instead of a 
Trinity, by saying that the flesh is coessential with the 
Trinity ^ ? Your faith, therefore, is vain : for you are of the 
same mind with the impious Arians, while you misinter- 
pret the text. The Word became flesh. Now the Word be- 
came flesh, not that the Word might be no longer Word ', 
but that the Word might be always Word, and at the same 
time, the Word might have flesh, in which He accepted 
the Passion and death in His human form, having gone as 
far as to the sepulchre and Hades ; and in which also God 
the Word cflected the resurrection from the dead, having 
made ^^exhibition^" of flesh and blood and soul through flesh 
that was His own and inseparable from him, as it is writ- 
ten, ^'from the seed of David/' For wherein did Mar- 
cion's statement differ from yours ^ ? Did he not say that 
the body appeared from heaven, in likeness of man, but not 
in reality? What else did Manichoeus say? Did not he 
speak of it as Divine in form, as the body which had a 
mere resemblance to ours, but was foreign to that human 

cannot be united to tlie fle«h by ccas- says, "Anathema sit qui non dicit car- 

in^ to reuinin wliat lie actually is: nem ex Maria.*' Galland. xli. 7U2« 

for coessentiality does not Involve com- ^ See above, c. 0. 

mixture. Grant tliat A is of one es- * So Orat. c. Arian. iii. 34, *«The 

sence or nature witti B ; still, it it A Word Himself remains as He is.** 

and not B. In no case could the l)i- And c Ajiollin. U. 3, 7* 

vine Essence become passible or mor- *■ The idea of exhibition or mantfes- 

tal : to say that it conhl, would be to tation liad been put forward by ApnU 

blaspheme the Godhead, wliicla re- linarians in their own sense, as if it 

tains its own unalterable perfection." were tlie one ** object of tlie Inrar. 

In this passa^^e one must admit "that nation," Newman, Tracts and KrcL 

liypostasis" and ** ousia" are in some P. 2G6. Hence Athanasius emphasises 

sense contrasted witli each other, in a it, in a sound sense, repeatedly in this 

manner not usual with Atlianasius. treatise. E.g.c7, 16, 17: U«5,0, 10, 

There is a clear approximation to that 13, 15, 17. 

sense of ** hjrpostasis" which is involv- ' Cp. Ep. Adelph. 2. On Mardon's 

ed in tlie phrase Three Hypostases; see Christolopry as "Docetic in tlic ex- 

on the Tome, 5. treme," see Mansel's Gnostic Here- 

s For the title Theotocos see above, sies, p. 814. lie did not even 'allow 

c 4. Apollioaris, quoted by Iieontius, of " a seemiog birth into the world." 
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1Q2 Theory qf**a heavenly Mind in Chriet!^ 

flesli"* of which he impiously asserts sin to be the nature, 
"* noC the operation * ? Such is the character of their im- 
piety* 

18. Therefore he who is religious ought not to employ 
anch dcTices as these, but to say that the Word who be- 
fore the ages was coessential with the Father did in the 
last times, from the Holy Virgin Mother of God, restore 
that which was formed and made in Adam's likeness, 
making it His own by union : and thus He who was God 
before the ages appeared as man, the Christ. And we are 
Eph. *• members of Christ, as it is written,/roifi His flesh and from 
His bones. What then is the meaning of all these con- 
tentious inventions of yours, in that you employ human 
wisdom to make definitions beyond the scope of human 
thought*, saying, ^Instead of the inward man which be- 
longs to us there is in Christ a heavenly mind ?" O what 
an unhallowed opinion, what weak and unbecoming words 
of men who do not understand in the first place this fact, 
that ** Christ^ is not spoken of in one way only, but by 
that one name itself is exhibited an indication of two 
things ^ Godhead and Manhood! Therefore '* Christ'' is 
called Man, and "* Christ" is called God, and '' Christ" is 
God and Man, and ** Christ" is one. Vain then is your 
sophism, whereby you attempt to contemplate something 
else in Him beside *^ Christ." For those who are in an im- 

* Fknstui the Manicliean held that ther stretch of boldness to invent for 
S Cor. 5. 16 wu a retractation of them terms not found in Scripture." 
Kom. 1. IS. 8. Aug* c Faust, xi. 1. "A reluctance," sajs Card. Newman, 

■ See tbb in Newman's Tracts Tlie- "to Ax the phraseology of doctrine 

d. and Eecles. p. 327. According to ... hi historically contemporaneous 

Manes, sin was not a penrerse ex. with the most nneqnivocnl dogmatic 

crcise of the soaPs power of action, statements." Tracts Theol. and Ee- 

tvt belonged to the original constitu- cles. p. S93. He adds that ** no better 

tion of the soul itself, as including an illustration" of tliis "can be given tlum 

dement of " darkness." See app. to the writings of Athanasius himself." 

8. Augustine's Confessions, Lib. Path. Compare c. Apollin. U. 19. The inevi- 

pi. aS3. table inadequaqr of all human terms 

* Thef claimed to be philosophical in regard to the mystery of the 
theologians: Greg. Naz. Ep. 101. Divine Being is earnestly enforced 
Bpiph. Hwr. 77. 30. Atlianasius pro. by Hilary, de Trin. 11. 6, 7, who says 
tests against orer^efining in Ep. ad at tlie same time that heresy luu 
Scrap. 1. 17» in terms which might constndned the Church to use such 
ainosl seem capable of being utilised terms. Cp. Newman, Ari. p. 37. 
by the Acadans. it is, he says, ** im. 9 Above, c 10. and below,' c ApoU 
possible forusroen" to speak worthily Ud.U.2. Cp.Theod. Dwl. ii.p. 74.ff. 

thiagi Ineflable; but it is a fur- 
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■ Hit human Smd it Hit Mind. 103 

• 

proper sensed called ^ChrUts''* may perhaps be contem- 
plated as such from your point of view^ but He who is by 
nature the only real Christ will not be described by human 
reasoning, as you, who have become presumptuous, dare to 
describe Him. For neither prophet^ nor apostle, nor any 
of the evangelists, has uttered these things which you who 
have become shameless in mind * undertake to say. For 
if Christ is another than the *' heavenly mind" that has 
come to exist in Him, and the ^mind" is perfect, then on 
your own shewing there are two (perfects ^) and you are 
convicted of holding that opinion which you seem to de- 
nounce. As for a ''heavenly mind," even the prophets 
had it, for they spoke of things heavenly, and of things 
future as if present. But why do you so much as think 
of saying this, as if the existence of an inward man in 
Christ were not a thing acknowledged? Why then will 
you say of the soul, that the body and the soul are the 
outward man *, as one might say of the blood and the flesh ? 
But as the body and the blood, being visible, do not escape 
handling and also wounding, you have to prove to us that 
the soul does not escape these things, inasmuch as it is 
also visible. Or, if you cannot prove this, the conclusion 
is plain, that the soul is neither seen, nor killed by man, 8.Matu 
like the body, as the Lord has said. Be convinced, then", ^ ^^ 
that the soul is our inward man, as is shewn by the ori- 
ginal formation, and made manifest by the subsequent 
dissolution, this also being shewn not only in our own 
case, but also in the death of Christ itself^, when the 
body went (only) as far as the sepulchre, but the soul 
went on to Hades : and since the interval which separates 
these places was great, and the sepulchre admitted the 
presence of the body, it was there that the body was 

^ KaraxpriffTiit&tt a term applied by * ApoHinarUns held that the animal 

Ariaiis to the lax or improper sense principle or 'soul' belonfced to the 

in which according^ to them the Son outer, the rational principle or 'mind' 

was calkid Word, A than. Uecr. Nic. 6. to the inner man. Domer, ii. 365. 

' See Cyril Alex. Ep. ad Monach. E. T. See c Apoll. U. 8. 

11. ** All the others are with reason ■ This passage b cited by Pearson 

called christs because they hare been on the Creed, il. 3S7, to show tliat 

anointed, but Emmanuel alone b tlie Fathers argued against Apidlina- 

Christ and very God." nanism from the descent Into Hadea. 

* Literaliy, ** in soul.^ r The construction b irregular, Uuc* 

* Soc c. S« n>/t/rwr . . . ^St (icrvrv. 
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lOi Man doomed to the grave and to Hades ; 

present^ while the incorporeal presence was admitted by 
Hades. 

14w How was it that when the Lord was present there 
inoorporeally. He was regarded by death as man ? It was 
in order that, by presenting to the souls detained in bon* 
dage that form * of His own soul which was incapable of 
the bondage of death, as if capable of it, as present in their 
presence. He might fix the boundary-mark of the resurrec- 
tion, and break the bonds of the souls detained in Hades * ; 
that the Fashioner and Maker of man, and He who had 
subjected man to condemnation, might by His own pre- 
tence, and His own act in His own form, set man entirely 
free* For neither did death prevail so utterly as to bring 
the human soul of the Word under its dominion, to be de- 
tained in bondage; nor again did corruption tyrannically 
rend asunder the body so as to produce its dissolution, as 
if events were not under the control of Providence \ For 
to entertain such a thought as to such a thing, is impious : 
but He who held the enquiry into the transgression, and 
gave judgment, passed the general doom in a twofold form, 
saying to the earthly part. Earth thou art, and to earth 

^ ' shalt thou depart: — and so, the Lord having pronounced 
sentence, corruption receives the body : — but to the soul, 

luJL18.7%0tt ihalt die the death: and thus man is divided into 
two parts, and is condemned to go to two places. For 
this reason the action of Him who had pronounced sen- 
tence became necessary, that He might by His own act 
annul His own sentence, after He had been seen in the 
form of him that was. condemned, but in that form as un- 
condemned and sinless ; that the reconciliation of God to 
man ' might come to pass, and the freedom of the whole 

■ M^pfip — the form or specific cha- faith In a Providence would be sliat- 
ractcri tee c. Apoll. ii. 1 ; coro|)are tered. 

no. S. 6. Ambrose explains ** form " ' Atlianasiiis clearljr considered the 

tlMre as the perfection of nature and reconciliation of man to Go<l in 2 Cor. 

mi condition, Ep. 46. 7. See below, 5, 19, 20 as involving: (primaril/) a 

fi. 1. reconciliation of God to man, Tcom- 

■ Thai Is, might shew tliem that pare the next words, "not imputing'," 
tbdr detention would have a limit, &c.) 8o S. Clement of Rome, Ep. ad 
that thtf would be reunited, to thdr Cor. 48, *' that He, beinf: made prop!- 

tious, mififht be reconciled to us:" 



^ I. e. if such an one as Christ could and so in the ** Clementine " l«itnrgy, 
' capable of dissolution, ail "lie jiropitiatetl Thee His own Clod 
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set free by Ckriife going to both. 105 

of man might be cflTected by means of man^ in the newness 
of the image of His Son Jesus Christ our Lord. Now if 
you can point out another place of condemnation^ you may 
with reason say that man is divided into three parts S and 
that the recall from two places has come to pass, but that 
in the third that which was bound remains in bonds. But 
if you cannot point out another place, beside the sepulchre 
and Hades, from which places man has been perfectly set 
free, because Christ set us free in His own form which was 
like to ours, perfect and most real; how can you go on 
saying this, as if God had not yet been reconciled to man* 
kind ? How then was it that the Saviour came among us ? 
Was it as if He were unable to set free the whole of man *? 
or as if He abhorred the mind which had once sinned, or 
feared that He Himself might become a partaker in sin, 
if He, being God, were to become perfect man ? But those 
who form this notion of the case are full of impiety. For 
what definition of sin is that which you give when you say 
this, asserting like the most impious Manicheans, that sin 
is natural ' ? 

15. When you hold these sentiments, you become accu- 
sers of the Maker of nature '• When God at the beginning 
formed Adam, did He make sin innate in him ? If so, wliat 
need was there then of a commandment ? And how was it 
that He condemned man after he had sinned ? And how 
was it also that Adam did not know good and evil before 
his transgression ? Him, whom God formed for incorrupt WimL t. 
iioriy and as an image of His own eternity y He made with a '^* 
nature sinless and a will free to choose ^ : but through the 

and Father, and reconciled Thee to * See above, c 5. Greff. Nax. says^ 

the world." Hammond, Liturfi^ies, Ep. 101, that the mind specially neeiU 

I'^t. and West. p. 16. See Dale on ed redemption, because, as physicians 

tlic Atonement, pp. 2G2, 49i. (the say of illnes»es, it was tlie first part 

Cong^cfi^ationaliHt liectures for 1875.) affected (by liuman sin :) therefore it 

^ Athanasiiu Iterc virtually reduces specially needed to be assumed by tbtf 

the "trichotomy** of "body, soul, and Redeemer. If God cuuld save man 

spirit,'* (emphasized in S. Irentcus iv. apart from mind, He could do so apart 

9. 1 .) into a dichotomy, treating^ '* soul from 6csb. 

and spirit '* as the inward man, in op- ' Alwve, c. 19. 

position to ** IxMly *' as the outward, v Quoted in the Sixth General 

Sec below, c. 18, and c ApoU. 11. 17. Council as from tlie tecond book 

where he identifies soul and spirit. In against Apolllnaris. Mansl, xi. 368. 

c. Gent. 30 he had spolcen of the mind ^ Avrc^o^ior. See Orat. c. Arian. U 

as residinfi^ in the soul. Compare Gre- Z&. an Arian question — k^^^owvtmi 

(for)' Nysscn, Antirrhet. 46. ivruff % 9^ iwrt ; 
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106 Sin a perversion of human nature. 

tUirmum demPe envy eame death into the world, after he had found 

** out the device of producing the transgression. And thus^ 

from disobedience to God's commandment, man became 

B-Vatt. receptiye of the seed sown by the enemy ^, and tbencefor- 
ward sin was active in man's nature, in the direction of 
erery appetite ^ : not that the devil had fashioned a nature 
in him, God forbid ! ^ for the devil could not be a maker of 
a nature, as Manicheans impiously think : but he out of a 
tamsgression produced a perversion of nature, and thus it 

Rmi. I. was that death reigned over all men. For this purpose then, 

' T n \s ^^ '* ^^' ^^ ^^^ ^ ^^^ ^^^"^ ^^^^ ^^ might destroy the 
Li; works of the devil. What sort of works of the devil did 
the Son of God destroy ? Because after God had made a 
nature in a sinless state, the devil perverted it into trans- 
gressing His commandment, and finding out deadly sin, 
therefore did God the Word restore for Himself this na- 
ture in a state whch it was incapable of being perverted 
by the devil and of finding out sin : and therefore did the 
Lord say. The prince qf the world cometh, and findeth no- 
thing in me. But if the ruler of the world found in Christ 
not a single thing that was his, much more did Christ 
abandon to the ruler of this world nothing of His own 
handy-work. Or this was another reason for his finding 
nothing in Him, — because Christ exhibited the principle 
of newness in its perfection, that He might accomplish in 
perfection the salvation of the whole of man, of reasonable 
soul and body ", that resurrection also might be perfect. 
In vain, then, do Arians* use sophistry, suggesting that 

* Tlib alliision to the iwrtble of ny, in order to refer the Passion to 

the tares recurs in c. 17. ii. 6. In the Godhead," see Newman, Tracts, 

Orat. c. ArL IL 84 he connects it with Theol. and Eccles. p. 258. and Athan. 

ArianisiD. cp. Hist. Ari. 44. Treatises, i. 110, where tlie passaf^ 

^ See Athan. de Incam. Verbi, 4, 5. Ui the text is quoted. In Mai*s Nova 

> See Ath. Treat, i. 842. Collect, vii. 17. the Arian Eudoxius, 

^ A phrase in the ChalcedonUn De- bishop of Constantinople, Is cited as 

finitkm of Pkith. Compare the QuU sajringr, ** Neither did He Uke a hu- 

cnnque, ''ex anima rational! et hu- man soul, but God was in flesh in- 

■sana came subsbteos." stead of a soul.*' ("God," of course, 

■ See c. Apollin. ii. 3, 12, and 14. in the Arian sense.) The ** East- 

EpipbaniuSfAnoorat. 33, says that the ems," criticising Cyril, refer to the 

Arians deny that He assumed a soul Arians as asserting **one nature," 

that they may ascribe to God the hu- Cyr. Apol. adr. Orient. 4. Leontius 

man sensations. So Greg. Nai. Epbt again expUins their motire ; ** that 

101, says, ** Pur If the Man (Jesus) such texts as refer to humiliation 

was sedtess, that b what Arians abo might be ascribed to Christ, not as 
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Scripture a$cribe$ to Christ a thinking Soul. 10/ 

the Saviour assumed flesh only^ and impiously referring to 
the impassible Oodhead the notion t>f suffering. And in 
vain do you also^ from another point of view^ but with the 
same thought as theirs, say that He used the form with 
which He was invested, that is, which was ^ instrumental,'* 
and (that) 'Mn place of the inward man that is in us, 
there was in Christ a heavenly mind.'' And how then 
was He in pain, and in heaviness, and prapng? And it is 
written, He was troubled in spirit. Now these things do S. Jobo 
not belong to a flesh without a mind, nor to an unchange- '^ '^* 
able Godhead, but to a soul possessing thought, feeling 
pain, and trouble, and in heaviness, and intellectually sen- 
sible of suffering*. 

16. But if, then^ you do not choose to think thus of this 
matter, there are three possible conceptions, unreality, and 
blasphemy, and reality ; and which will you choose ? For 
if you suppose that what was said was said in mere ap- 
pearance P, then what took place must also be deemed un- 
real \ And if it %vas really said, but the soul of the Lord 
had become altogether estranged from its own thought, in 
that it possessed God the Word as a Mind, then to think 
tliat the Unchangeable was changed so as to feel pain, and 
heaviness, and trouble, is impious : and if the Gospels do 
say that Jesus was troubled in spirit^ yet the Lord indicates 
His ^^ mind " in the words. My soul is troubled'. Now if lb. 19. 
the Lord indicates a thought of His own soul. He does so 

Mnn, but as Son of God, and so, ac- Christ had an '^anlnu*' but that God 

cordinfir to their doctrine, the Son the Son was Hit ''mens." Compare 

n)i|irht be found to bo inferior to tlio Card. Newman, Atlian. Treatises, ii. 

Fatiicr/* de Sectis, iii. 4. (Galland. 383, ed. 2. 28U. 
xii. 635.) See Thcodoret, Rpi«t. 104, • See Orat. c Ari. Iii. 56. So Ba- 

that Arrnns say that tlie Word was sil, Ep. 261, tliat to flesh animated, 

itself instead of a soul, while Apol- tlie animal soul, it belonfifs to be 

linaris, inventing: a diflference t>e- weary ; to the rational soul, or soid 

tween such a soul and a mind, sa}'s employinfj^ a body, to be sorrowful, 

tliat the mind was absent : and that Tlicodoret says, llier. Fab. v. 13, that 

Arians are refuted by the distinctions in S. Jolin 12. 27 ** He pUlnly express- 

which refers the lowlier lanji^uaf;^ ed the agitation which the soul sus- 

about Christ to His '* assumed na- tained," &c. 
ture," the loftier to His Godhead. ' ^oic4ifftt, cf. c. 2. 
Marius Mercator (ed. Balui. p. 168.) ^ ^Mna/rta, See Epict. 7; Orat. e. 

ascribes this opinion not to Arius Ari. iii. 32; and Basil, Ep. 261. 3, 

himself, but to some Arians, and to '* of His Humanity whicli was real 

Eunomius ; and thinks that Apolll. and not itark ^ovTM'far." 
naris held it at first, and afterwards, ' Quoted by Augustine to the i 

** in |»ejus velut cmendaus,'* said that purport. De Dlr. Qu. 83, in 8U. 






lOB Ckrisi, perfect God and perfect Man ; 

in order to tympathise with our 8oul% that so we also may 
at the same time consider the Passion to have been His, 
and confess Him to be impassible. For as He redeemed 
US by the blood of His fleshy so too by the thought of 
His soul. He ** exhibits" His victory in our behalf, s&ying, / 
te.M.^^^'*^ overcome the world; and, in another place, To Him 
• fFko fiveth us the victory K But as the blood will not be 

tiiought by religious persons, as it is thought by the un- 
believers, to be common ", but to be effectual for salva- 
tion, so also what is called the thought is not beset with 
human weakness, but exhibits the nature of God '• And 
•o Christ will be called perfect God and perfect Mani^: 
not as if the Divine ''perfection " had been converted into 
m human perfection, which is an impious notion ; nor as if 
we acknowledged two ''perfections" separate from each 
other*, which is alien to true religion; nor again by way 
of "advance" in virtue % and an accession of righteous- 
ness, God forbid 1 but by way of an unfailing existence, so 

■ Tluil the moTcment of thoofrbt so ib. 62. See Card. Newman's Athati. 
«rfeefiDgwu believed to be real, not Treat. U. 469, ed. 8. Tlie pamafre 
■Nveljr aiMined in order to thow in the text ii quoted by Leontitu, 
sjmipathjr, although auch inrnipathjr c« Nest et Eut. 1. 

was inrolTed in it, is phiin from the ■ See c. 2. 

context, which may illustrate the re- * Tlie Rbionites lield that Jesus 
fcrence in Orat. iii. 57 to our Lord's was an ordinary man, justified mere- 
deprecation of ** tlie cup,** &c \y Kmrii t^kov V IjBovs, Euscb. Ul. 27. 
* Here a saying of 8. Paurs is treat- 8ee note in A tlian. Treatises, lib. 
cd as sanctioned by his Master. Path. 1. 10. that a prominent tenet 

■ K«iWr, perhaps alluding to Heb. of Paul of Saroosata was tliat our 
10. SB. See Cyril Alex. Ep. ad Nestor. Lord became the Son by wpoitow^ or 
1. 7, (Posey p. 26) ** not receiving it growth in holiness, (1. e. attained to 
as eommon Sesh;" and Explan. 11, a tituUr and ethical Sonship.) See 
**Bot bdiering what is set forth to Athan. de Synodis 26, (the Macro- 
be the body of a common man.' stich condemning the doctrine) and 

■ Le. it helps us to a fuller ylew Orat. c. Arian. i. 43. and especially 
of Hin who U actually God, as His iii. 51. So Greg. Nyssen. c, Eunom. 
Mood b efficadoos through His l)i- Orat. iii. says tliat the Word is ever 
viiiitr. Cyr. ad Aread. p. 229. King, ever LonI, ever most high, 

f uomp. the Quicunque, v. 32, and and God, not having become any of 

the Tome of S. Leo, c 5. See Orat. these 4it wpoitvw^s* So Greg. Nas. 

c Arian. iv. 35. f^or tArhif ^»9^mwow Ep. 101. ** If any one sluUI say that 

Tf aal OffW 4/Mv. Even In the Semi- He was adopted as having become 

Arian Macrostich, He was owned as perfect in conduct, let him bo ana- 

** God by nature perfect,*' Atlian. de thema : for that which advances (v/>^ 

Synodis. 26. So on the other hand, jcoirror) or is perfected, is not God." 

fi^pbaniiM, Hsr. 77, 29 ; "Not as if So Cyril Alex, ad ArcadUm &c 1 1, 

He dwelt in a roan, but that He Pus«*y, p. 168.) ** We do not say, as 

Himself became Man wholly." And those do, that the Emmanuel was 

Hilary do Trin. x. 59, ** habens in se called God by grace ... or attained 

ct tolan vemroqoe quod homo est, thb glory im v^o«eiri}f ." See above» 

el UC«M Tcmmqae quod Ueus est :" on Tome 3. 
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and becauie God, sMess a$ Man. 100 

that the two should be one \ perfect in all thingSi the aelf- 
Bame God and Man. For on this account also did the 
Lord say, Now is my soul troubled and ia in pain. The ^^^ 
word ^'now*' means, when He willed': but nevertheless it 
exhibited what was in existence, for He was not mention* 
ing what existed not as if it were present, as if what took 
place was spoken of in mere appearance '9 for all things 
took place by nature and in reality *• 

17. Since then the Lord became man by nature, and not 
by a fiction ^ it is not possible for you to raise an objec- 
tion with regard to ^sin,' either natural or actual, as in 
the Maker. For in our nature the strife of invention (of 
sin) and the introduction of the (evil) seed sown, are still 
going on, through our weakness ; but the Incarnation of 
the Lord, having taken place in connection with the nature 
of God ^ involved on incapacity for those ways of acting 
which go on in us in consequence of our '^old man S" and 
on this account we are taught to pui off the old man, and to Rfli. In 
put on the new. And in this consists the marvel — ^that the * 
Lord became Man, and yet apart from sin: for He became 
wholly a new Man ' to exhibit what He could do. And 
all things that He willed by (His) nature \ and arranged, 

^ Repeated from c. 7. tho human mind or spirit In Cliriat 

< Cf. c. 6. ** Our liord*ii suspenne was made to exist apart from an in« 

or permission, at His will, of tlio dependent liuman Cf;o, and apart 

operations of II ix Manliuod is a fn^st from any principle of selfwill. On tliia 

principle in the doctrine of the I near- subject cf. Bpiplianius, Ancorat. 7!l» 

natiun." Athan. Treat, ii. 2iNi, ed. 8. that, htAng God, He could so bold to- 

* AoK^&ti, gcther the various elements of a 

* See c. 10. complete Manhood as to make moral 
' e«V«i, cf. Rp. Epict. 2. disitr^nlMition impossible : and Hmr, 
t The phrase, «car^ ^vo'ir OcoD, 77» 27, that all the elements of hu- 

means practically, ** because He who nianity were in Him kept free from 

became Incarnate was really Uod,'* taint. So Mozlevon Doctr. of IVedest, 

or ** wax a Divine Person.*' Here, and p. 07, that He had no sinful pnipen- 

more fully in c. Apollin. ii. 0, he meets sitms or ** concupiscence.*' And K. 

one of the most popular of Apollina- W. Robertson, Sermons, l. 116: ** He 

rian objections. If Christ had a hu- had no evil propensities at all,— no ten- 

man mind, how could such a mind be dency to sin." See below, p. 127. 

free from sinful tendencies ? He an. ^ literally, * from the oldness.' 

swers in effect, ** Tlie Divine nature ' I«iterally, * newness.' 

in Christ exempted the nature as- ^ StK-^eas rp ^^f i, — as we should 

sumed bv Him from all evil propensi. say, by the wdl of His Divine I'er* 

ties: His manho«Mi had nothinf^ of son, compare c Apollin. Ii. 10. 8f« 

the * old man.'" It could desire, e. ic> Newman's Tracts Tlieol. and Ecrlcs. 

l>ower, or freedom from pain, but not p. 808 ff. that Cyril Alex, uses ^vrir 

as to be attained by devUtion from the rov Aiyov for the Divine Being h| 

will of the Father. In other words, the Person of the Son. 
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110 Christ had a true body to be buried, 

He took upon Himself, whatever things He willed ', that is, 
the birth from a woman, increase of stature, numbering of 
years, labour, and hunger and thirst, and sleep, and pain, 
and death", and resurrection. Therefore also into the 
place where man's body underwent corruption did Jesus 
introduce His own body; and where the human soul was 
held fast in death, there did Christ exhibit the human 
soul as His own, that He who could not be held fast in 
death might at the same time be present as Man, and un- 
loose the grasp of death as God : that where corruption 
was aown, there incorruption might spring up, and where 
death reigned in the form of a human soul *, the Immortal 
One might be present and exhibit immortality, and so make 
us partakers of His own incorruption and immortality, by 
the hope of resurrection from the dead : so that the cor- 
ruptible might put on incorruption, and this mortal might 
B. fw put on immortality ; thai as by one man sin entered into the 
world, and death by sin, even so by one Man Jesus Christ 
might grace reign through righteousness unto eternal life, 
aa it is written. What then do you mean by saying, '' In- 
stead of the inward man that is in us, there is in Christ a 
heavenly Mind ? *'' Do you grant that having separated the 
outward and the inward into two, He thus exhibited Him- 
self both in the sepulchre and in Hades p ? But it was not 
possible to pay one thing as a ransom in exchange for a 
different thing on the contrary. He gave body for body, 
and soul for soul, and a perfect existence for the whole of 
man : this is Christ's exchange, which the Jews, the foes 
[nit. of life, insulted at the crucifixion, as they passed by and 
>*- shook their heads. For neither did Hades endure the ap- 

* Again mn hrefcul^ur eonstroction : inf^ here. The thoufrht, though ob- 
Aptt^^ar* Ira ^|$4K^C9t r«^<«Ti Ttr- Bcureljr expmeed, seems to be, *' You 
a4rf«s. sajr that Christ's soul wu a Divine, 

■ I.e. in becoming Man, He pUced not a human soul ; that this was llis 
nhnself. as Man, under tlie law of inward man. Well, but Christ's in- 
nortality, see Atlian. Treat. L S48 ; ward man, whatever it was, went into 
c^ c 6: c Epict. 8. Hades. Now, what was it but llis 

■ I.e. where the human soni, pre- soul and that a human one? For (I) 
MOt in it% reality, or true diaracter. He could not redeem human souls by 
was an instant of the sovereignty of tlie price of a soul tliat was non- 
death, human ; and (S) It is expressly tauglit 

* See above, c. 9. that what went into Hades wu a hu- 
9 Mirtyt apparently has this mean- man soul." 
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and a true ioul to go into Hadei. Ill 

proach of a Godhead unveiled^ y this it attested both by FmL 16l 
prophets and apostles. jj^ ^ 

18. Further, the truth of these observations will be seen Si. 
at a glance when we consider the dispensation ' of the cross, . « ; ; 
how the Lord exhibited the reality of His flesh by thd 
pouring forth of His blood, and by the addition of water 
indicated its spotless purity, and that it was the Body of 
God*: and by crying aloud, and bowing the head, and 8. Matt. 
yielding up Hie spirit. He indicated that which was within ^'^*|| 
His own body, that is, the soul ; of which also He said, / 19. su. 
lay it down for my sheep K So that one would not call His |^^ 
breathing His last a withdrawal of Godhead *, but a depar- 
ture of the soul. For if the death, and the dying of the body, 
took place in virtue of a withdrawal of Godhead, then the 
death which He died was one peculiar to Himself, and not 
that which is ours. And how could He descend into Hades 
with His Godhead not under a veil ? In that case, where 
then was the soul, which the Lord promised to '' lay down 
for the sheep,'' and concerning which the prophets made 
revelations beforehand ? But if what took place was a de- 
parture of the soul, then on this account it was said that 
He underwent the death that was ours, that is, by endur- 
ing the dissolution that befals us, as He also endured our 
birth. 

19. Vain, then, is your sophism: for how could His 
death have taken place, if the Word had not constituted for 
Himself both our outward and inward man, that is, body 
and soul? and how then did He pay a ransom for all, or 1 Tlm.S. 
how was the loosening of the grasp of death completely 
effected, if Christ had not constituted for Himself, in a 
sinless state, that which had sinned intellectually', the 

« See c. Apoll. U. 17. bi^ween death and rctumcction, - 

' See Tom. ad Antioch. 7. the PcrsonAl never for a moment, 

" Above, c 6, 10. This U not a c. Apollin. ii. 5, J4, 15, for it was 

common expUnation of the a/mbolism "indissoluble," ib. 8, 5. Grepfory 

the water from Christ's side. Nyssen dwells on this In Antirrhct. 

* Observe the two senses of ^vx4 5^» to the effect that as Christ was 

as "soul" or "life." So Theodoret, sinless In soul and body, I J is Divine 

Ilier. Fab. v. 13. nature remained entire in each dur- 

■ Hence it follows that the God- ing their temporary separation, and at 

head was with the body in the tomb the Resurrection was present In both 

and the with soul in Hades : the at once, to reunite and to revivify. 
•* Vital Union" having been severed « Kara f^nf^tr. 
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112 To call Jesus '' God,** not enough. 

soul? In that case, death still '^reigns'' over the inward 
man : for over what did it ever reign, if not over the soul, 
c which had sinned intellectually, as it is written. The soul 
^ thai sUmeih, ii shall die F on behalf of which Christ laid 
down His own soul, (thus) paying a ransom ^ But what 
was it that God originally condemned ? that which the Fa- 
shioner fashioned, or the action of what was fashioned ? 
If Gh>d condemned that which the Fashioner fashioned. 
He condemned Himself, and He would then be like to men. 
But if it is impious to think this of God, and if He con- 
demned the action of the thing fashioned, in that case He 
S. annuls the action, and renews the thing fashioned. For we 
are a thing of His making^ created unto good works. 

20. But again, you say, ^ It is we who call Him who 
was from Mary, God '." Why then do you speak as Mar- 
eion did, of God as having come to ''visif us% and of God 
as having come to us intangibly, as having a nature not re- 
ceptive of human flesh ? Or why do you speak of God like 
Pkul of Samosata? for this was the face which he put on 
his impiety, to acknowledge Him that was from Mary as 
** Gk>d ** in this sense, that He was pre-ordained before the 
ages, but derived from Mary the beginning of His existence^. 
And he acknowledges in Him an operative ^ Word, from 
heaven, and Wisdom (thereby granting Him, on his own 

f Tbe hnfiriuif;^ of ** redemption" and being in fact a ** common" man, 

b ued bj Atlianaaius in De Incarna- ib. iil. 5 1 . See tlic letter of the Coiin- 

tioneS, 5 ; in that tract he also speaks cil of Antioch, Euseb. vil. 30. ** Ho 

^of payinfT for man what was due from does not clioose to arknowledfire with 

'bim« ib. 9, 20, and, in both phices, us tliat tlie Son of God came down 

of offerinf^ a sacrifice on hb behalf, from liearen." In his own lanfi^age, 

Afcain in Orat c Arian. 11. 67, ** pajr- Jesus was a Virfcin-bom man in wliom 

ing tlie debt in our stead." Compare the Divine Wisdom dwelt more fulljr 

Oxenham, Cath. Doctrine of Atone- tlian In the prophets and in Moses; i.e. 

nent, p. Ul ; and Dale on the Atone- tlie Indwelllnjir, in this case, was ani- 

meut, p. 878, who says, *' Athanasius, pier and fuller than In others : but 

howeyer, bad far Urg^r and deeper still the reUtion between Wisdom and 

conception of the nature of Christ's Jesus was a connection by way of in- 

redemptive work than this metaphor struction and participation, not of ac- 

(pajfing' the debt) would su^^t." tual or personal union ; see above, on 

• Tbey Insisted that their theory Tome, 8. Cf. c. ApoU. 11. 3. 

alone cooki establish the Divinity of * This Word or Wisdom, according^ 

Jesus on a sure footing-. Cp. ell. to Paul, was operative, but not per- 

• Cp. Tertoll. adv. Mare. iv. 7. sonal. The six Bishops who addressed 
^ Paul of Samosata, as Athanasius him therefore insist that it was not 

nys, bdd that Christ had become Ai^mr^aror, but an energy living and 

(titakriy) God, being a mere man, ^nnr^«r«r, Routh, Hell. Sac iii. 8U3. 

De Synodb 45, not bavinr existed See on the Tome, 6. 
beibre Hla Urtb, Orat. c Arian. L S5. 
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impious theory, more than you do,) just tt you tpeak of a 
heavenly mind in an animated body. But neither is an 
animated body in itself ^ perfect man, nor is a ^heavenly 
mind** in itself God. For we mean by an animated body 
one in regard to which the name of ^ soul'' is used with 
the notion of real existence '• Now a man's body is called 
body, and not soul : and a man's soul is called (soul,) and 
not body, each being in relation to the other, that is, 
spirit " to body. For it is said, who knoweth the nUnd qf 1 C«r. S. 
the Larder The "mind of the Lord'' is not of itself the ^^ 
Lord, but is the Lord's will or counsel, or action towards . 
something. Why then do you desire such language, aduU 2 Ctr. S. 
terating the word qf God by made-up words? But the ^^* 
Church of God has neither received nor handed down this 
notion", but rather, as it is written, that that God and 
JVord who wae before the ages with God came among us S. Jolm 
at the consummation of the at/es, and was bom of the Holy | j^ ^ 
Virgin, and of the Holy Spirit % Son of Man, as it is written, M. 
Until she brought forth her Jirstbom Son, that He might be- 8. Ustt^ 
come firstborn among many brethren, being Himself very g^*^ 
God y ; that He might both suffer for us as Man, and re- tOL S9^ 
deem us from sufTering and death as God. Vainly, then do 
you imagine that you can effect in yourselves the renewal 
of that which thinks and directs the flesh ' ; imagining that 
you can do it by imitation ' ; not considering that ' imita- 
tion' is imitation of a preceding piece of work, for other- 
wise it could not be called imitation ^. But in that it is 

H Literally, *at once,' --Ipso facto. * Cf. c. Apollin. it. 5. So in the 

' *Eyvwo<rrirms* See on Tuine, 6. first of the two Kpiphanlan Creeds, 

■ Afcain he used ^vx4 and wptufim '* of the Holy Spint and the Virgin 
as equivalent terms, as in c 14. Mary," Ancoratiis ad fin. The creed 

* Tlie AiK>lllnarian8* comment on of Nic^ and Ariminum had said "of 

tilts text was, ** You see that * the the Holy Spirit, of Mary tlie Vir- 

mind of Christ ' is different from our gin : " Ath. de Svnod. 80. 

own." Epiphanius, Haer. 77, 31 , says ' As in the Niccne Creed, and in 

that it is simpW amazing that they Athan. Orat. c. Arian. Ui. 41, "He 

should thus misnse it. He afcain was true God In tlie flesh, and true 

treats of it in Ancoratos, 67; and Gre- flesh in the Word." 

gory Nazianien says, Ep. 132, that * See aboTe, c S. 

they are said to "have the mind of * See c3. 

Christ " who hare purified their mind ^ I. e. " On your theory, titere is 

by imitation of, and reguUted then* no model of a renewed human mind 

lives accordin«^ to, that mind which presented to you in Christ for your 

the Saviour a«umed on our belialf. imitation i yoa have destroyed your 

■ See Epict. 3. exemplar." 

I 
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114 Variaiians qf ApoUinarianism, 

only flesh which yoa acknowledge to be renewed in Christ, 
jou go tttray and bkspheme. For if it were possible for 
men to e£bct for themselves, apart from Christ, the re- 
newal of that which directs the flesh, (and what is directed 
follows that which directs it,) what was the use of Christ's 
coming amongst as ? 

21. Those also talk groundlessly who say, that the 
Word so came, as He did to one of the prophets '• For 
of which of the prophets is it true that he, being Ood, 
tL became man ? On that theory, why did the Law make n(h> 
g^ ikmg perfect? and why too did death reign over those who 
had not rinned in like manner to the protoplasts ? and why 
hi again, did the Lord say, J^ the Son ehall make youfree, ye 
ihdUbefree indeed f Was it not in reference to that new- 
ness which was in Him, and the perfection by which we 
also;, who have believed, are made new, as we imitate and 
partidpate in the perfect newness of Christ? But you , 

have resorted to every device', for the sake of making out } 

one conclusion, that of negation. And you call the soul 
paraphrastically, sometimes a '' mind distracted,'' some- 
times ^sin subsisting*," and sometimes you thrust it out 
as ''a worker of sin;" and the flesh you call sometimes 
'^uncreate," sometimes '^heavenly," sometimes ''coessen- 
tial with the Word," in order that you may completely con- 
firm your negation. And as Arius, having lapsed from the 
belief in the ineffable and most true generation of the Son 
from the Father, found out such terms as ^^ passion," '^cut- 
ting," and ^fluz V in order that by these unhallowed words 
he might cast down the unstable into the pit of transgres- 
\ tL sion; (for the mouth of the transgressor is a deep pit J so also 
'^^ Sabellius, who supposed the Son to have no real subsist- 
ence', and the Holy Spirit to be non-existent, and charged 
his opponents with dividing the Godhead **, and making a 



• ; 



I 



• Tom.a4lAntioch.7.Ep. Eplct 11. 11. as by HUaiy where he lajrs that 
^ Cited in Newman's Tracti TkcoL some misinterpreted the Homoouslon 1 1 ) 

aad Eodes. p. S76. as if it meant tliat the Son was a 

• "ErvrirrarMr. ** portio desecU " frvm the Fatlier, 
' AO such ideas, associated bjr Arians 4tc. de Trin. It. 4. 

fritli the Catholic doctrine, in order to ' Here hnntimer9s is practically 

itpi usiMt it as ipposs and materialisingt equifalent to impersonal, see on the 

fpsra disclaimed by Athanasios, Orat. Tome, 6 ; oomp. c Apollln. ii. 16. 

c. Affiaa. L 1ft, Jl» Im. De Deer. Mc ^ Compare the Quicunqne, r. 4. 
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number of Principles' and Gods, settled himself in Judaical 
sentiments^; so also ManichoBus, disbelieving in the Lord's 
Incarnation, and in His becoming Man, became altogether 
impious, saying that man was subject to two Makers, an 
evil and a good: in like manner you also calumniously say, 
that we say there are two Sons^ and call us ^man-worship- 
pers",'' or make an objection on the score of ''sin V' not 
in order that you may be truly religious, but that you may 
show off your own error as making good way by help of 
your evil inventions, and turn away the unstable from the 
faith by means of your impious words. Yei the Bolidfaun^ 9 Tim. t. 
daiion of God standethy having this seal. ^^ 

22. This I have written, dear friend, although, in the* 
truest sense, the Evangelic tradition* being sufficient, no- 
thing more was necessary to be written: but I have written 
because you asked about the faith that is in us, and also 
for the sake of those who like to talk at random about 
their inventions, and do not consider that he who tpeakeih Cf8.J«lui 
from what is hu own^ sptake '\a lie* For it does not come ^ ^^ 
within the reach of man's mmd to express the beauty or 
glory of Christ's body; but at any rate, it is possible to 
acknowledge what has taken place as it is described in 
Scripture, and to worship the Ood who is, that His love 
may be glorified and acknowledged, and we may have a 
hope of salvation, in Christ Jesus our Lord. Amen. 

Thofte who confounded the Persons Eplnt. SIO. 8. 

would accune their Catholic oppo- ' Comp. Grefr* Nai.EpUt. 101. 

nentn of dividinpf the substance. " See c Ap^in. U. IS, and aboTt 

I See on Rplct. 9, Compare the e. 11 ; Grefr. 1. c 

Eucharistic IVeface and Tenanctus. ■ See c 17. 

*■ Here Sabellianism, as often else- * Here apparently " Evangelic tnu 

where Arianism, is called by Athana- dltion " means the Oospeb, compare 

sins Judaical. So expressly S. Basil : Ep. Adelph. 6. But this, of ooufw, 

** Sabellianism Is a Judaism," because is an unusual sense of the wortL 
it denied the preexisteot Souship, 
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ON THE SALUTARY APPEARING OF CHRIST, 
AND AGAINST APOLLINARIS. 

BOOK II. 

1. Lbt those who do not acknowledge our Lord Jesus 
Christ as one, from God and man, as it is written in * the 
ft. Labs Gospel, who was Son of Adam^ who was Son of God^ tell 
y^y us in what light they regard Him who existed as God in 
€,7. the form of God, and took the form of the servant, or how 
^^iial* they understand the text, The Word became flesh and dwelt 
among ns\ For he who said. The Word became flesh, said 
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1 a Jaha that He gave His l\fe for us. Do they suppose the Word 
^ '^ to have undergone a conversion into fleshy or been made 
^like'' to soul, or to have exhibited the human form in mere 
semblance, as the other heretics' erroneously say? But 
the Apostle does not allow of this, having told us who He 
was, and what He received. For as " the form of God *' is 
understood to mean the fulness of the Word's Godhead % 
so too ''the form of the servant'' is acknowledged to mean 
the intellectual nature of man's constitution, with its in- 
a, JA« strumental system': so that by ''was" the Word should 
be understood, and "became" should be acknowledged to 
refer to the flesh, with the soul, which is called " form of a 

* See e. Apollin. 1. 8. * C. ApolIIo. 1. 8. Compare the 

^ See Prodiu of ConiiUntinopIe in Quicunque, t. 35. 

bit **ToBMi'' to the Armenians; tlwt ^ Docetc Comp. Ep. Epict. 7. 

both the texts, ** He became flcsli," Addph. 9 ; e. Apoilin. 3. 

and« «* He took tiie form of a senrant," • All the attributes of the Ck>d]iead 

roust be held together. *< Tlie two, are included in /to^ Of ov. 8o he 

nnderstood in an orthodox sense, are says in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 6. See 

to OS seeds of salration. For bjr « be- Lightfoot on Phil. i. 6. that i^^ 

came' tlie Erangelist intimates the was used to denote the spMific cha- 

faidiviiible character of the perfect racter of a thing. Abp. Trench de- 

vnion: . . ..and tlie word *took' ex- fines iiop^ ec«v to be **the manner 

p re ss es the onchangeableness of the of existence of Ood," N. T. 8j. 

natmie:*' (i.e. that the Incarnation on nonjrms, ii. 88. 

the one hand was most tme and per- ' Hie bodilr organism being the 

■onal, but tliat It implied no ** conver- Instrument of the tool, CC c. Apol* 

aUnofGodhead into flesh.") Mansi» Un. i. S. 
▼• iSS. CC.Cjrril, adr. Orient. I. 
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The name ^ Chriti '' impUeM the Manhood. 117 

servant/' being understood to be a certain intellectual con« 
stitution. On this account, man, when reduced to a state 
of deaths is called '^ formless V' ^^d is wholly dissolved, 
since the soul, whose nature is indissoluble, has withdrawn 
from the body. Wherefore Paul adduces the evidence of 
the intellectual nature, but John of the ^ instrumental ex- 
hibition " of the body ; so that both might proclaim the 
whole mystery of the economy^ For it is plain ' that the 
preexistent God the Word, before He came among us in 
flesh, was not man, but was Ood with God, being invisible 
and impassible. 

2. Nor is the name '^Chrisf employed without refer- 
ence to the flesh : for the name implies the Passion and 
death, as Paul writes. If the Chriii was passible, if He was Acte M. 
first to rise from the dead: and elsewhere he says, Christ ^^ ^ 
our Passover has been sacrificed, and the Man Jesus Christ 7. 
who gave Himself a ransom for us. Not that Christ is not 5 ^'** ** 
God, but that He is also Man. Therefore he says, /2e-STIa*S. 
tnember Jesus Christ raised from the dead, of the seed of^ 
David according to the fiesh. And therefore Scripture, 
when setting forth His being, introduces both names ^, in- 
asmuch as invisibly He is thought of as, and really is, 
God, but visibly he is handled as, and really is, Man: not 
by a division of persons * or names, but by natural genera- 
tion, and indissoluble "^ union : so that while the Passion is 

f ArtiitotIesays,Metaph.Ti. 10,that Minction of the doctrine of the One 

the i^vx^ of animals (that u, the es- IVnion and two Natures of Christ 

sence of an animate beinfc)** is to such defined by the f^^at Councils of the 

a body rh «78or icai r^ rf ^r cfroi," the fifth century. Comp. Orat. c. Ari. 

form and that which makes it to be iii. 29 — 32. Newman, indeed, takes 

whatitis; andin Metapli. x.Shcuses wpoffmrmi^ In both places to mean 

«78or as e<|ui\'alent to /io/»^, as in vii. "characters," A than. Treat, i. 172. 

2 the ^vxi is called the iwiprffia of the But in c. 10 an existence of Godhead 

body, and hi^kM is connected with and Manhood is distinguished from a 

fi9p^' (These references are sufc- duality rpaeAwtp. Athan. was famiiUr 

l^ted by the Rev. II. R. Bramley, with the use of irp^Miror for what we 

Fellow and Tutor of S. Mary Magda- call "person" in the (Sodliead, de Syn. 

Ume Collef^e.) SimiUrly S. Thomas 25, 27 ; and so lieontius seems to un- 

Aquinas says, " Anima est forma cor- derstand him here, GalUnd. xii. 738. 
poris, dans ei totum ordinem esse " I. e. He will continue Man to all 

perfect!," i. e. of exbtlnfic m a body eternity. The phrase " indissoluble 

s and as animated. 8um. 3. 75. 6. union" was distinctly admitted by 

^ See on the Tome, 7. Cyril's Antiocheiie critics; ASiafp«r«t 

^ Read in the Sixth General Conn- 7^^ col kx^pi^^ot 4 txp^ ipturit, 

dl, Mardi 7, 681 (Mansl, xi, 359.) Apol. adv. Orient. 4 (I'usey, p. 290) ; 

^ See c. Apollin. 1. 10. compare bekiw, c. 5, 14, 15. 8ee on 

. 1 8ee in c 10 another antlclpative c Apolliii. 1. IS. Gre|^nry Nax. ron* 
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118 The Son is ^Chrisi '' as Incarnate. 

truly acknowledged to have taken place in Him, He the self- 
same should be at the same time really acknowledged to be 
both passible and impassible*. How then could the Word 
bang 6od^ become ^ Christ ^ before He became Man ? For 
if the name ^ Christ '^ belongs to the Godhead apart from 
flesh % it must also be applied to the Father and the Holy 
Spirit: and the Fusion itself will be common to Them, as 
some' erroneously say. Will you say that God the Word 
Himself, who is impassible and incorporeal, was capable of 
suffering and death, even before He was incarnate and be- 
came man ? But how could the Son, who is coessential 
with the Father, and inseparable from Him in regard to 
the Divine Nature^ be called passible, whereas He is un- 
changeable and unalterable, unless He had taken from the 
Viigin's womb the entire form ^ of man's constitution in 
Himself, and become man, that He might alone be man in 
suffering, and unchangeable as being God ? 

3. For therefore also did the anointing take place ; not as 
if God needed an anointing, nor again as if the anointing 
took place without God, but that God both applied the 
anointing, and received it in the body which was recep- 
tive of it'. It is plain then that the Word did not become 
Christ apart from human flesh, by dividing Himself into 
a ^show" of flesh' or a *^ likeness" of soul; but remain- 
ing what He was S He took the form of the servant, that 

demnififT those who My *^tliatHb)M>Ijr Arcftd. &c. 19, that He was named 

IMi ii DOW laid aside,*' Rp. lUl. the Christ after He was anointed 

Epiplianliis says, Christ's Manhood with the Holy Spirit, (Pus<^, p. 169;) 

ranmit be put off, Hsr. 77. i3. In comp. Rxpl. 7. Yet in Onit. e. ArL 

the ** Reformatio Lf*|^uin " some here- iv. SiS Athan. says tiiat the Word was 

tics are refe rred to as holdinf^ the the**Clirism;*'and 8. Auffostinesays 

contrary, p. 10. Compare the Second that the anointings took place, not at 

Artide of Religion. the baptism, but at the Incarnation, 

■ C. ApolTm. i. 11. de Trin. xt. 9G. ** Both," says Bp. 

* I r re sp ec t ively of the Incarnation ; Pearson, ** may well consbt together,*^ 

•ee below, c 14. Exp. Creed, i. 179. 

f The Noetians or Fatripanians. * See c Apoilin. i. 19. 

4 ElBet is used in Orat. c. Arian. iii. * This momentons phrase, which 

^ **the fiirm . . . and Godhead of tlie recurs in c 16, is adopt«i by Cyril, 

Fatherx^lb. 6;**theSon isthefI3«t ** Although He assumed flesh and 

of the Father, the Father's flSot to in blood, irai iifii^wiiitits iwtp i)r, e«^r 

Hun:** so too ib. 16. Here It to applied anXor^i," Rp. ad Nest. 3. 3. **AI. 

to the whole of man's nature. though He continued to be what He 

' I. e. when the Holy Spirit de- was," Expton. 9. See below, c. 16. 

srcnded on Him at Hto bapttom, Orat. and cf. c 7. The phrase became a Ca« 

c. Ari. L 47 (see note there, Athan. tliolic watchword b the West also ; 

TfCBl. L 84S.) So Cyril Alex, ad see S. Augustine, Serm. 184, (for 
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Heresies deny a true Ineamaiion. 110 

form not being devoid of a real existence openly manifested 
by means of Passion, and resurrection, and the whole eco- 
nomy, as has been written and made clear. Tell us then, 
how you suppose " God '' to have come into being at Nai»- 
reth : for all heretics are wont to say this, as Pkul of Samo- 
sata " acknowledges ** God " firom the Virgin, ^ God,^ seen 
as from Nazareth and as having from thence had the begin* 
ning of His existence and received the beginning of King- 
ship: and he acknowledges in Him a Word ^operating'' 
from heaven, and a Wisdom, and that He existed in pre* 
destination before the ages, but was manifested in actual 
being from Nazareth, so that, as he says, the ^God over 
all'' might be one, the Father'. Such is his impious 
theory. And Marcion and Manichosus say that God has 
come among us through the Virgin, and come forth in- 
tangibly and as being incapable of communication with 
human nature, which had fallen into sin, and was subject 
to the ruler of wickedness ^ : for that if Christ had taken 
this nature in Himself, He would both be subject to the 
ruler of wickedness, and would not be free from sin t but 
that He exhibited from Himself at His pleasure ' a flesh 
of His own 'Mike to ours," which was seen as having come 
from heaven, and which passed into the heavens, and was 
whole Godhead. Valentinus, again, speaks of suffering as 
common to the Trinity, imagining the flesh to be a part • 
of Godheads And Arius^ acknowledges flesh alone, in 
order to a concealment of the Godhead, and says that in« 
stead of that inward man which is in us, that is, the soul, 
tlie Word came to exist in the flesh : — for he dares to as- 
cribe to the Godhead ^ the idea of suffering and the resur- 

ChrUtmas Day) *' Eum tMuinpsisse the *' first SirmUn ** CTMd, anath. ft. 

quod nun erat, et pcrmansiiise quod f This, with both, was the lord of 

erat:" Scrm. 186, **iiMinen8 quod matter or principle of evil. Aa to 

erat.'* So Cord. Newman, Ath. Treat, what *' sin " meant for Manea* and 

ii. 426. ed. 2; ** All that He ever had what interpretation hb system gave 

continued to be His : what He took to the work of Jesus, fee 8. Au^« 

on Himself was onljr an addition," Conf. Lib. Path. p. 322. 

kc cf. ib. 384. > See Athan. Treat. U. 297. ed. t. 

■ C. ApoUln. i. 20. •See on Kpict. 5. 

' That is, that Jesus, as a tituUr ^ ^ Cp. c. Ap^l. 1. 16. 
God, might be absolutely separated * ■ Not, of course, to the real God- 

from the one true God, the Father, head, but to the supposed created (tod- 

Tlie notion that He preodsted only In head ascribed by Arians to the 8om« 

God*s foreknowledge is condemned in See on Ad AliPos» ft. 
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nction from Hades. And Sabellius expresses the opinions 
of Fsul of Samosata and his followers : for, dreading the 
division invented by Arius \ he fell into the error which 
destroys (the personal distinctions *») Now to whom do 
you attach yourselves, or whom do you mean to assist ? 
Or are you as the saying is, ^ of a mixed race ' ? ** For by 
disbelieving the ^ union V' you have come to terms with 
all the above named heretics: and by denying the ^com- 
pleteness V' you have gone the length of destroying, while 
professing to dread ''division." Now as those who di- 
vide are mad, and those who abate are in error, so those 
who destroy are lost: for the Economy* took place, and 
the truth was manifest^, and the grace was attested, as 
real. 

4. Why then do you employ sophistical pretexts ? why 
do you use hypocritical concealment \ and not say openly 
that he did not ** become man, having taken the form of the 
servant," but that He ''was seen as (if) man ?" This ques- 
tion is suggested by your language, when you repeat, by 
way of pretext, "the same" and "the same." For this 
reason you calumniously attempt to, run down the true 
economy, saying, " They call Christ a man who was dei- 
"fied*. And what do they make of the text. In the be- 
^ginning was the Word : and. He took the form of a servant , 
"and became man? It is said to mean either a man who 
"was with God, or a man closely linked to God"*, or a man 

^ ** SabcJlins ** b rhetoricnlljr used butnan natore.'* Hooker r. 54. 10. 
for the RabellUnt of that period, aa ' See on the Tome, 7* 
** Arias'* for some of tiie Artans. ^ ^>^« Naz. savs tliat '^when ther 

• Cf. tlie Tome, 0. spoke out to their initiated, they hard- 

* ' nd(/tfvAM. Plat. Polit. 291. ly allowed eren flesh to the Sariour," 

> The real union of Godhead with Ep. 102. 
a humaD body and mind: Apollina- ' The ApoUinarians accused the Ca- 

riaos, as Athanasiiu adds, profemed thollcs of believing- in this deification 

to be sealoos for a ** union,*' in their of a man, of bein|if ** Man.worship. 

own sense, a *' thorough union," and pern." See on £p. Epict. S, Ep. 

arcosed the Catliolics of dividing Adelph. 3. It was what Paul of 8a- 

.Chfist into two persons. mosata had held; and it was Involved 

^ Apollinaris is quoted In Mai, Nova In the theory of Nestorius. So Pro- 

Conect.vii. 310, as saying that Christ clus, In his discourse on the Incar. 

was pot whole man nor wliole God, nation, truly said, ** We do not adore 

bat a luvirrns of God and man, aa adciBedman,butan Incarnate God.*' 

jpring b a fu^inis of winter and sum- Compare Cyril, adv. Nest. 1. 9. 
JDcr. ** Apollinarians (have withstood " ivfirXmitirra, Tbb was what Nes- 

.the truth) by maiming and mbinter- tortus meant by hb term nW^ia, 

prating that whkh bekmgeth to lib the combination or aasodatioii of tw(^ 
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under ol^ectiom to orthodox beUtf. 121 

*^ who died for the world, and was part of the world, or a . 
*' man not separate from sin, or a man holding sovereignty 
''over Angels, or a man worshipped by the creation, 
''or a man who is Lord, as the Apostle says, Paul^ a ser^ 1Um.L 1. 
" vant qfJetus Christ, or a man crucified, being also Lord 
" of glory, or a man to whom is said, Sit on My right 
** handy or a man coming to pronounce judgment.** This 
is your thick and upsetting potion^ which you give to men iiak S. 
and make them drink. Question then the Jews, so that '** 
after hearing from their lips these words uttered against 
Christ and those who have believed on Him, you may 
blush ; and learn too from the other heretics who say and 
think the same things *• Let us have a full view of the 
dogmas of the heretics, and the conclusions of your own 
" intelligence V' &nd the doctrine of our faith, and the defi- 
nite rule ^ of the Gospel, and the preaching of the Apos- 
tles, and the testimony of the prophets, and the general 
view of the economy as fulfilled. 

5. Tell us tlien, how is it that you say that " God *' came 
into being from Nazareth, affirming with Paul of Samosata 
a sort of beginning of existence for the Godhead, or with 
Marcion and the other heretics denying the nativity of the 
flesh: not walking in a line with the definite teaching of 
the Gospel, but choosing to speak from your own resources? s. John 
For this is your motive for saying, " God was bom of the •• *^ 
Virgin V* instead of "God and Man,** according to the 
Gospel definition, that you may not, while acknowledging 
a nativity of flesh, call it " natural ',** and in so speaking 
keep to the truth, but may speak of a '^ God ** as having 

PcrKons <* linked in amity,*' Hiwkcr, Socmtes usra it, L S; U. 10, SO ; r. 4; 

V. 52. 2. As Cyril wrote to liim, Ep. vi. 23. Atliananiiu k|>eak« of the 

ad Nest. 3. 5, it was quite inade- tpous of tlic (Niccne) fathers, de Sjm. 

quate. Cf. Explan. 2. 13. So Cyril calls the Niccne Creed 

" See the Tome, Nest. 8. and Ep. the tpos of the right faith, Bxphin. 

Epict. 1 . 1 ; and the ChalcedonUn formuUry Is 

* I.e. '* take wamlnfif by findings called tpos. 

that you misrcprotcnt us just as ene- ' He must not l»e understood to con- 

mies of the faith misrepresent all demn such phrases, ** God was born,** 

Christians.*' but only the exclusive use of tliem (cf. 

f They boasted of their intcIlecttuU Theodoret, Dial. i. p. 17.) He him- 

depth and Tersatility, c. Apollin. 1. 13. self repeatedly uses the phrase Tbeo* 

Cp. Newman, Tracts Theol. and Eccl. tocns, as c. Apollin. i. 4, 12, 13. i)L 

p. 263. Hooker v« M, 4, and see below, c 13. 

^ 'Opof in thb sense b often ap- " See c. Apollin. i. 10, where **iia- 

plied to a dogmatic formulary. Thus tural " amouuts to " real." 
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been born^ and having ** shown " flesh of His own, as if in 
^ mere appearance K Yot God does not *' exhibit " a begin- 
ning of existence from Nazareth : but He who existed'be- 
fore the ages, God the Word, was seen as man from Naza- 
reth, having been bom of Mary the Virgin, and the Holy 
Spirit*, in Bethlehem of Judoea, from the seed of David 
and Abraham, and of Adam, as it is written : having taken 
from the Virgin' all that God originally fashioned and 
made in order to the constitution of man, yet without sin i 
*. 4. as also the Apostle says. In allpointi like to u$, yet without 
sin: not *^ exhibiting " a conversion of the Godhead 3^, but 
efi*ecting a renewal of the manhood, according to His own 
^^ will: so that the Gentilee ehouid be of the eame body and 
Jointly partaken of Christf as also the Apostle writes : that 
man might be truly God % and God might be truly man, 
that He might be truly Man and truly God: not that ''a 
man was with God," as you caluroniously say, disparaging 
the mystery * of Christians : but that God, the Only-begot- 
ten, was pleased by the fulness of His Godhead, to set 
up again for Himself, from the Virgin's womb, through 
a natural birth and an indissoluble union \ the originally 
formed man *, and (to make) a new handywork, that He 
might perform the business of salvation in men's behalf, 
working out the salvation of men by suifering and death 
and resurrection. 

& But you say ', ** If He assumed all, then assuredly 
^He had human thoughts: but it is impossible that in 
^ human thoughts there should not be sin : and how then 
''will Christ be ' without sin ? ' " Tell us then ; If God is 
the maker of thoughts which lead to sin, to God we must 
refer* His own production : for He came to refer to Him- 

* A•cii«'ff^ lee E|». Epict. 7. Iw. ** Man became God," in the proper 
" C. Apolfin. L SO. sense of such words. See below on c. 7. 

* Ep. Epict. 5. * I. e. the sacred rerealed truth, tlie 
7 C Apollio. L S. They represen- " mystery of godliness " or of true re- 
led the Catholics as holding this. ligion. 

■ See Card. Newman, Ath. Treat. ^ See c. 2; comp c 14. 

H SSS, ed. 2. •< While it be true to say, • 'Apxcv^^'v, c. Apollin. i. 4. 

*Man b God,' as weU as to say, *God ' See c. ApolUn. i. 17. The chap. 

iBMaa,'it b not true to say, *Manbe. ter in the text b cited in the acts of 

cameGod,' . ..as it b true to say,* God the Sixth General Council, Mansi» xi. 

' became Mao.' " So 8. Tho. Aquin. 361. See on c. ApoU. L 17. 

a. IS. 7. thai we cannot say • Literally, "attach." 
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self what He Himself had made ; but in that case the 
judgment which condemns the sinner will be unjust, for if 
God made thoughts which lead to sin, bow can He con- 
demn the sinner? and how is it possible for any such 
judgment to proceed from God? And if Adam was sub- 
ject to such thoughts before he disobeyed God's com- 
mandment ^ how could he be ignorant of good and evil ? 
He was rational by nature, and free in thought, without 
experience of evil, knowing only what was good, and as it 
were a *' solitary > " being : but when he disobeyed God's 
commandment, he became subject to thoughts leading to 
sin ; not that God made the thoughts which were taking 
him captive, but that the devil by deceit sowed them ^ in 
the rational nature of man, which had come into trans- 
gression, and was thrust away from God; so that the 
devil established in man's nature both a- law of sin, and Rob. 7. 
death as reigning through sinful action ; for this cause, | iJj^ 
then, did the Son of God come that He might destroy the^^ 
works of the devil. But you say, ** He destroyed them in 
that He sinned not." But that is not a destruction of 
sin K For the devil did not originally produce sin in man 
in order that when He came into the world, and sinned 
not, sin might be destroyed : but the devil produced sin 
by sowing it in the rational and intellectual nature of 
man. Therefore it became impossible for that nature, 
being rational, and having sinned voluntarily, and incurred 
condemnation to death, to recall itself to freedom ^ : as the 
Apostle says : What was impossible for the law, in that it Rool S. 
vms weak through the flesh* Therefore the Son of God *• 
came to restore it by His own act, in His own nature^, 
by a new beginning and a wondrous *' generation : " not by 

' Altlioup^li he was created capable sanctity would have presented to it 

of falliiif^ into sin, lie was endowed uo point of contact whereby it could 

with full power to withstand it, and have been rescued from the power of 

had in fact been free from it. sin. 

i MoySrporot, alluding to Pk. 66 ^ See Athan. de Incam. VerbL 7. 

(LXX. 07) 7. * #v«'it here, as elsewhere, e. g. 

^ 'Efritf'irf/paf, alluding to the pa- c. 10. indicates the Divine Nature of 

rable of the tares. Cp. c. ApoUin. i. Christ, in which He exbted as God, 

15, 17. and Ath. Treat, ii. 274, ed. 2. and with which He entered on His 

* Unless the Son had assumed the redemptive work, super-adding to it a 

inward nature of man, and thereby true humanity. In De Syo. Si. It 

redeemed it, His own simply Divine means His Pertoo. 
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in Manhood in Christ was without sin. 

making a partition of the original constitution % but by 
^ contradicting that principle of contradiction'^ which had 



^•'^ been ''aown in" with it, as the Prophet testifies saying, Bs" 

fore the child shall know good or evil, He refuses evil in 

Older to choose good. But if sinlessness had not been 

seen in the nature which had sinned % how could sin have 

i> been condemned in the Jiesh, when that flesh had no ca- 

^ pacity for action ', and the Godhead knew not sin ? And 

RMs>i- why did the Apostle say. Where sin aboundedf grace did 

wnuch more abound, (not as if describing a place, but indi- 

^ ^ eating a nature) that, he says, as by one man sin entered 

into the world, and death by sin, so by one Man, Jesus 

Christ, might grace reign through righteousness unto eter- 

nal Itfe : so that the nature by which the advance of sin 

took place, might be the very nature ^ through which the 

exhibition of righteousness should take place ; and in this 

way, the works of the devil might be destroyed by the 

emancipation of man's nature from sin, and God might 

be glorified? 

7. But again you say, *^ If Christ is man, He must be 
a part of the world : and a part of the world cannot save 
the world.'' What a fallacious notion I what a blasphe- 
mous absurdity ' 1 For let them say from what Scripture 
comes this dictum, or sophism of the devil, since the Pro- 
^ 4^ phet says, A brother redeems not, a man shall redeem " ; 
4g^ g. and elsewhere. And a man was born in her, and the Most 
^ Ifc. aj* Jli4ifh Himself founded her. How then can it be that 
^ ^^ j; Christ, who became man, did not save the world ? when 
• it is plain indeed that the nature in which sin was gene- 

■ I.e. not as if the eril thing, sin, which Chrbt's Godhead Is called His 
wliidi iMd no place in Him, was part ^i^it, the term to almi applied to His 
of man's nature, so that He left a part manhood, as in Orat. c. Arian. iii. 58, 
of that nature unassnmed. 58. Cp. c. Apollin. i. 12 ; and see be- 

■ literal]/, "njectini^ that r^ee- low, c. 11. See Card. Newman, 
tion." The Tempter, he means, liad AtlMn. Treatises, ed. 2, ii. 428, and 
ioliised into man's soul a dtoposition Tracto Theol. and Ecd. p. 31 1, 
to set aside, or abrofcate bjr self-will, ' There to a pUy of words, iwlwutf 
the law of Ood. Thto dtoposition was AWwia, as If to sajr, '* To hare such a 
now itself set aside, or abrogated, b/ thought in youj mind, to to go out of 
the absolute sinlessness of Christ. jour mind.*' 

• Cited In aote to Atban. Tineatiset, • Here Xvrp^rrm Mpmwt to un- 

L 241. derstood aflSrmativeljr, not interroga- 

9 Not bebg human, baring no ho- tireljr, and the ftalmtot's meaning to 

«■ mind to net through it. misapprehended. So in the Vul^e ; 

^ UcffVf la the wme chapter In but not In Jerome's Pkalter. 
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rated is the nature in which the aiundanee of grace has ilp«.f, 
taken place. Now what is the abundance of grace ? It '^* 
consists in this, that the Word^ remaining God S became 
Man, in order that having become Man, He might be be- 
lieved to be God : as Christ, being Man, is God, because 
being God, He became Man *, and in form of man saves 
those who believe. JFbr if ihou ehali cof^feu mih thy Rom. I< 
mouth the Lord Je$u$, and believe in thy heart that God ^ 
raised Him from the dead, thou ihalt be eaved. Now God 
is incapable of being put to death, nor does He need re- 
surrection, but He nuses from the dead. Wherefore it 
became necessary that God ehould have Momething which H«a.s.) 
He could offer up for us% either in death or in life: so that 
it is just because the Word became man, that He saved 
us. 

8. But again you say, '' But how can the nature which 
had become accustomed to sin, and has received the trans- 
mission ^ of sin, be without sin ? It is impossible : Christ, 
on that view, will be like one among men.'' This was 
what Marcion also thought : this was the conclusion which 
Manichffius also brought forward, placing the flesh and the 
very birth, of man under the sway of the ruler of wicked- 
ness, and entitling him ** Potentate':" eince he by whom one s 8. fM 
is overcome is he to whom one is brought into bondage. ^ ^** 
These are they whose opinions you are reviving, while by 
a different method you give over the intellectual nature 
of man, which is understood to be the soul, and define it 
to be incapable of escaping sin, and have in the plainest 
terms described the soul as ** fleshly V' on whose authority 
I know not, for this cannot be found in the Holy Scrip- 

* Above, c. 8. 10. that *< the limits of humanity** as 

" S(H! Orat. c. Arion. i. 39 ; *' It was assumed hj Ilim *< called Him to this 

not that beingf man, He afterwards function." 

b<H*An)e Ood : but, bein^ God, He ' AioSox^r. This transmission Is 

afterwards became Man." The Ma- just what the Pelag^ians denied, 

crostich Creed is quite riglit in say- ■ 'E^outf-io^r^r. The Manicheans 

ing:, ** not first man and then God, called " the prince of the kingdom of 

but first God and then becoming man darkness" by various names, one be- 

for us," Ath. de 8yn. 26. Ing, sa^s Auf^ustine, c Faust, zz. 9, 

■ This bears out the tenth anathe- *<Spiritum potentem." 

matism of Cyril, which insists that * They had associated bodr and 

the Word Incarnate b Himself (as soul as making up the outwara man* 

Man), the High Priest of men. See c. Apollin. i. 13* 
Cyril, Ep. ad Nest. 3. 9 ; and Expl. 
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tnra, nor in the general sense of men, since the Lord says. 
Be not afraid of them that kill the body, but are not able to 
kill ike eoul. And if the soul is as you say, ^ fleshly/' why 
does it not die and decay with the body ? and again, why 
did Peter call the souls detained in Hades ^ spirits," say- 
ing. He went to anfumnce the good newe of the resurrection 
to ike epirite shut up inprieon\ But you apply to every- 
thing the phrase ^ contrary to nature," in order to avoid 
giving a natural account of the Economy, and so stating 
the truth about the Word, that the Word truly became 
Man. For you have said that it is God's voice that says. 
Tike tnind of man is sedulously devoted to evil from youth ; 
not understanding that by saying, ''from youth," He in- 
dicated what was ''sown in afterwards" and perishable, 
t. Therefore did the Lord swear a faithful oath unto Davidy 
thai of the fruit of his body He would raise up the Christ 
qfter the flesh: not to be "seen as" a man in consequence of 
a change of Godhead ^ — for then what need was there for the 
Lord to swear unto David ? but as having taken the form 
1. 4. of the servant, when He submitted to be bom of a woman, 
dM and to grow in stature as we do, as the Apostle says, Since 
'^ then the children were partakers of flesh and blood. He also 
Himseff likewise partook of the same. " Likewise," be- 
cause not from seed, but from the Spirit ; " of the same," 
because not from any other source, but from the seed of 
David, and of Abraham, and of Adam, as it is written. 

9. Why then, passing by the Holy Scriptures, and the 

manifestation of the truth, do you say, " If He was not of 

" His own will seen as a man ', but took human existence * 

•"and became man, then He was combined ' with a man, 

^ A Terj" lax** quotation. Com- Tlieodoret antwen. The likenem was 

pars Cjril Alex, de Recta Fide ad dependent on the form, which, in \ 

Tbeodoa. SS, (Posey, p. 70.) "while regard to roan, as to God, implies 1^ 

He preached to the souls in Hades, natore. Dial. i. p, 42. 

He had a garment of His own, that * " Trap^w used, as in ad Afros 4, for 

tool which was united to Him." ^^M'lt or obffta. 

* 1.6. a ** eonvenion of Godhead ' 2vr4^5i|, see abore, on c 4. 8o 

into flesh," in consequence of which ApuUinaris said, '* If God owip0^ 

He would look like a man, although mih a man, then there are two, one 

Hb Manhood was not real, he. Son bjr nature, the other by adoptMn** 

< I.e. ''if He did not merdjr* by (BrrM Greg. Nyss. Antirrhet. 42. 

an ad of the will, exhibit Himself in Nestorius In effect admitted tlib con. 

tiM nkcBcss of man ;" and see bdow, elusion, Cyril adr. Nest. i. 8. compar- 

c It. They hiabted on PhU. 9. 7. ed with if. S. Athan. sayi in Onl. 
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In Chriii it regained freedom from sin. 127 

*^ and then also the Lord of glory, who was crucified, must 
'' be a man/' If then you listen to Peter when he says. 
This Jesus, whom ye crucified, hoik God made Christ and Atu % 
Lord, to what do you refer the ** making ? ** If to the *** 
Godhead of the Word, why do you stiU blame Arians, when 
you think as they do > ? If to that form of the servant 
which existed in the Word, why do you contradict your- 
selves ? But this is not your belief, for you say again, ^ If 
** the nature which had sinned did not sin when it came to 
''exist in God, it must needs have been constrained, by 
'' necessity ; but what is constrained by necessity is under 
'' duress." Tell us then : if the condition of not sinning is 
produced by necessity, then to sin is according to nature ; 
therefore you must grant that the Maker of nature is a 
producer of sin. But if such a statement is blasphemous, 
and sinning happens by virtue of necessity'*, it is clear 
that not to sin is according to nature. Therefore it is not 
by necessity, but by nature and power, that the form of 
the servant which was seen in the Godhead of the Word 
I exhibits its sinlessness, having broken through the barrier 
- of necessity, and the law of sin, and having led away cap- lUm. 7. 
i tive the tyrannical author of captivity, as the prophet says, ^ 
I Thou art gone up on high. Thou hast led captivity captive. A. 68. 
1 For the Word, putting forward the form of the servant *^» *^ 
against the enemy, won the victory through that which 
had once been defeated. Therefore also Jesus went com- 
pletely through every form of temptation, because He 
assumed all those things that had had experience of temp- 
tation *, and by tliem won the victory in men's behalf, say- 

iv. 6, <*Tlie Word cvrfi^$ri to us." as accused Augrustine of denying it, and 
GrcfT* Nu. uses auifri^9at in Ep. 101. so of reproducinfir Maniclicism, see 
but their contexts show that they held S.Aug. c duos Kpist. Veiag, U. 2. 
the personal oneness. Athanosius* hing^uage foves them 
s See Orat. c. Arian. il. H. no countenance; on the contrary, 
^ He uses " necessitjr" here for a they could not have accepted hU 
constraining force, overbearing' the teaching about "the law of sin.** 
operations of ** nature ;" and such a When he says, " Not to sin is accord- 
power he recognbcs in the propensity ing to nature,'* he means, '* it is the 
to evil superinduced on man's original normal state of man, which was set 
•'constitution*' by the Fall, see De aside by the Fall.** 
Incamatione Verbl, 7. The point ' I. e. both body and mind. But 
here argued Is, •* Sin Is not of the es- in assuming them, He did not incur 
Bcnoe 01 manhood.*' The Pelagians ** peccability :** there was in Him no 
tooic it up in a perverted form, and ** ooncupiscenoe" (see Motley, quo* 
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188 The Word became Man to $ave men. 

ingf Be of good cheeTf I have overcome the world. For 
it was not with the Godhead, which he knew not^ that 
the deril engaged in warfare, for he would not have ven- 
tured on this ; (therefore he said, ^ Thou art the Son of 
God;) bat with man, whom he had long before been able 
to sednce, and from that time had directed against all men 
the operations of his wickedness. And since Adam's soul 
was detained under sentence of death, and was continually 
crying out to its Lord, and those who had been well- 
pleasing to God, and had been justified by the natural 
law^, were detained with Adam, and were mourning and 
crying out with him, God, taking pity on man whom He 
had made", was pleased through the revelation of a mystery 
to work out a new salvation for the race of men, and to 
effect the overthrow of the enemy, who through envy had 
deceived them, and to exhibit an incalculable exaltation 
of man by his union and communion with the Most High 
in nature* and truth. 

10. Therefore the Word, being God, and the Maker of 
the first man, came that He might become Man, in order 
to give life to man, and to overthrow the unrighteous 
enemy, and was bom of a woman, having restored in 
Himself the form of man as at first created % by an '' exhi- 
bition" of flesh without carnal desires and human thoughts, 
as a representative of renewal. For the will belonged to 
the Godhead only ', since the whole nature of the Word 

tedabore^p. 109) "do tnce of ori- 4i9as vcCaif t^ yiwot r% h^p^ufop, 

fCina] sin, and no aflSnitjr with eril," spealcinf^ of tbe gift of the Icnowledge 

Hntrhingiy Mjitcrj of tlie Temp- oifGod. 

tation, p. 116. These were ezdu- ■ *6c9i here means *'in reality:*' 

ded br the relation of His Manhood c Apoliin. i. 16, 17. and q». ib. 7. 

to His Person. Yet that Manhood • literallj, ** from the first forma- 

eoold feel, Teiy intenselr, crarlnrs tion." See c. 5. 

both physical and moral, innocent In r See this in Newman's Tracts 

themselves, as to which the question Theol. and Eccles. p. 329 ; oomp. 

would arise. Could thej not be gra. Ath. Treat. 11. 332, ed. 2. The 

tified withontprfjudice to the law of Monothelite Macarius adduced this 

obedienee? There could not, eren for passage in the eighth sitting of the 

a moment, be a question of gratifying Sixth (Ecumenical Council, Mansl, 

them in conscious opposition to that xi. 364 : but, it was remarked, with* 

law. See Hutrhlngs, np. 121 — 140. out the context as to the whole of 

k Compare 8. Ignatius, Enhes. 19. the first Adam being assumed by the 

Mill oo tbe Temptation, p. 63. second. The deskes or thoughts ex- 

* See Rom. 2. 14. Compare Ori- eluded bjr Athanaslus from the Man* 

gen c Cels. t. 37. hood of Christ are such as are sinful. 

" 8olBDelBatfii.ycrbl»ll. Af^ Compare c ApolUa. i. 17. An actual 






His Manhood free from all taint* 
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(was present) under the exhibition of the human form and * 
visible flesh of the second Adam, not by a division of per- 
sons Shut by the real existence of Godhead and Manhood. 
For on this account did the devil draw near to Jesus, as 
to a man, but not finding in Him a token of the old ^seed 
sown'' in man, nor any success of his immediate attempt, 
he was defeated, and gave way in confusion, and being en- 
feebled, said, IFho is thi$ that cometh from Edom, that !•• 6S. 
is, from the land of men % walking with force and etrength f ^* 
Therefore also the Lord said. The prince of this world com* g, j^^ 
ethf andfindeth nothing in Me. And yet we are taught 1^^« 
that the Second Adam had both a soid, and a body, and 
the whole of the first Adam. For if the word ^ nothing*' 
had referred to the real being of man, how came he to find 

denial of a liuman will in Cliri»t would had found dnrinf^ the CoancU*s ait* 

Iiave been out of place in an arg^ument tinjct. Fkrt of the passage — ** It was 

afpunst the Apollinarians, who put necessaiy that the will of the flesh 

tliat denial into a pointed form ; itee should be mored, but should be sub* 

Apollinaris quoted by Greg. N/ks. jected to the Dirine Will;** and 

Antirrhet. 31 . In the De Incar. et c. *' calling the will of tlie flesh His own* 

Arian.c. 21, ascribed, but improbably, for the flesh became IIU own,** was 

to Athanasius, there is an express embo<licd in the dogmatle formulary 

assertion of two wills, one human, of the Council, Mansi,xi. 637. Iftlie 

the otlier Divine, the human depre- text were to be pressed strictly against 

rating sulTering, the Divine ready a human will in Christ, a contradlc- 

fur it. This passage was read in the tion would follow at once, for it as- 

iiinth Hitting of tlie Council as Atlia- cril>es to Christ the '*form of man ;** ' 

novian, Mansi, xi. 881 : again in the but thb has been dcfineil above, c. 1, 

tenth Hitting, ib. xi. 400. Another to mean the whole intellectual con- 

pojtstagc of Atlianaaius, profnwing to stitutioii of man, and He possessed the 

b4! a comment on ** Now is my soul whole of the first Adam : and the 

troubled," was read in the fourteenth context has urged that Christ took 

Hitting, ib. xi. 597; and clearly assert- in a sinless state "the nature which 

ed two Wills, one Divine, the other had Hinncd ;" but that nature must 

human, the latter l)eing tliat which have included a will, of which sin was 

Christ calls His own in S. John G. 38, tlie mibuse. Wiiat Athanasius means 

tlie former inseparable from the Will to assert is, that Chrint had not **tlie 

of God, for whereas all men have law of sin," cf. c. Apollin. 1. 7, and 

more or less " wrenche-d themselves that all IIu volitions were absolutely 

away from the will of God, in Clirist in accordance with the will of God. 

alone was preserved the insjcparable- **A twofold 'voluntas' is quite compa- 

ness of the will," (Tlie absolute iden. tible with a single * volitio,'" Klee, 

tity of the Divine will of the Son with quoted by Uddon, Damp. Lect p. 2G3. 

that of the Father U strongly accen- ^ See c. 2. and c. Apollin. 1. 11. 

tuated.) Tills passage was quoted by Athanasius seems to mean. Not that 

three Cypriot bishoiw, who said that there are two Persons, God the Word 

the tract whence It was taken existed and a human Jesus, but tliat Godhead 

entire in their country as part of the and Manhootl did really exUt in tlie 

contents of *' the book of S. Athana- one Person of the Savk>ur. Compare 

sins;" buttlicy had also found the the Quicunque, v. 34. 

same tract, on *< Now is my soul trou- ' Is there a confusion of E<lom with 

bled," — in a very old MS. of different Adam ? 
Homilies of Atlianasius, which they 

K 
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180 CkrUt truly one with us a$ Man. 

the Tinble body of Him who said ^nothing?'' But he did 
not find in him the things which he himself had produced 
in the first Adam ; and thus was sin destroyed by Christ. 
Therefore abo the Scripture testifies, JFAo did no iin^ nev- 
tker wag gtuU found in hi$ mouth. 

11. Why then do you say, ^ It is impossible * that man, 
who has once been made captive, should be set free from 
captivity,'' so as to ascribe impotence to God and power 
- to the deril, while you say, like the rest of the heretics S 
that sin cannot be destroyed in the nature of men, and 
that therefore the Godhead, which was not made captive, 
came in the ^ likeness'' of soul and flesh, that it might re- 
main itself out of captivity, and so righteousness might be 
seen as ^ clear?" When then was the righteousness of the 
Godhead not ^clear ?" And what benefit was hereby con- 
ferred on men, if it was not in identity of being * and new- 
ness of nature that the Lord was seen, as the Apostle says, 
1^ The way which He made new for us, fresh and living, (say- 
ing) I am the way, and the life, and the truth ? But you 
- ^ say that those who believe are saved by likeness and by 
imitation, and not by the renewal and the ''firstfruits'." 
iL 1. Why then did Christ, who is the head of the hody^ the 
\^ g^ Chwrch, become firstborn among many brethren, and first* 
u fruits of them that slept ? For a faith which has its object 
^ «i in full view cannot be called faith : but faith is that which 
believes the impossible to be possible ^, and the weak to 
be strong, and the passible to be impassible, and the cor- 
ruptible to be incorrupt, and the mortal to be immortal. 
ph. i. This mystery is great, as the Apostle says, but I speak in 
* rtferenee to Christ and to the Church. For the Godhead 
came not to justify itself, for it had not sinned: but He 

* A Minple of the 3k priori aasninp- b to hare a perfect pattern set before 
tioot, to which Apolliiutfians resorted, us, how is this pattern practicallr 

* PkvbabljT alluding to the Mani- aTaiUble unless an inward grace U 
dMans. c ApolUn. L 14. communicated from His Person to 

■ Twip^tmu realize this pattern in us ?** 

* See c. ApolUn. I. 2. Herein the f literalljr ** to be in power," tie. 
ApoOinarians approached the Pehig^n He means, that Christian faith must 
ground, which ignored anjr niVBtical hare for its object not merely tliat 
union between Christ, as Second personal holiness of Clirist which was 
Adam, and his members. Domercon- so self-manifested, but the whole of 
tends that Apollinaris himself did not His mrsterious work for the restora. 
Fdagianife. See Newman, Tracts tion of man. 

HmoI. and Bed. p. V3. ?' Much as it 
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Do not $ay that **God^ ii^g^ered. 181 

who was rich, became poor /or our $akeif thai we^ through, s Cm. I 
Hi$ poverty y might be rich K And how did God become ^ 
poor? When He assamed to Himself the nature^ which 
•had become poor, and, while retaining His own righteoua- 
nes8, put this nature forward to suffer for men while it was 
superior to men, and was manifested from among men, and 
had become wholly Ood'9* For if He had not been bom as 
firstborn among many brethren, how could He have been 
•seen aa firstborn from the dead? How then can you say, Crf.1. 
''The God who suffered and rose again through flesh}* ^^ 
Alas for the extravagance and the blasphemy ! Such auda- 
cious language belongs to Arians. For they fearlessly put 
-forward this blasphemy, having learned to call the Son of 
God '' God" in an unr^ sense : and yet Scripture teaches 
that the Passion took place by means of God, in His flesh, 
and not that God suffered through flesh \ 

12. How then can you, who begin by promising to 
acknowledge the coessentiality % degrade the indivisible 

* This text ii used also in the De to wy, ** Wben roa refer the tafler* 
Incar. et. c. Ariao. 11. Using "for- ings of Christ's flesh or soul to Him. 
merljr rich, tlMt b, God,'* Sec. Cyril self, because that flesh and soul were 
Alex, often dwells on it, ad Pulclie- If is, do not use the term * God* abso- 
riam, Sec. (Pum/, p. 268) ; Quod unus lutely, lest people should think ro« 
sit Christus (p. 3 15) ; adv. Theodor. arc speaking of the whole Trinity, 
10 (p. 472) &c. and of the Godlii<ad as such. Say 

* SiH! above, c. 6. rather, Gwl the Wonl," &c The 
^ This appears prima fncie Incon- passage, and the stronger statement 

nistciit with ad Kpiet. 6, and Orat. c at tlic end of c. 13, must be raid in 

Arian. i. (M>; comp. ib. ill. 32, **Tlie connection with e. Apoll. i. II, *Mt 

Passion U said to be His," (tlie U He who suffered and who did nuC 

Wurd*s.) Compare Card. Newman, suffer, &c. and ib. 5. Compare EpU 

Ath. Treatises ed. 2. 11. 328, 367, that plianius, Hier. 17. 22. (So the exprcs. 

Athanasius uses ** He*' {9,fn6t)t or sion '* Mother of God,*' used without 

**Hi8,*'where*'tlie next century would expUnation, has often been miscon. 

Iiave spoken of lib Person. But stru^.) Produs writes to the Arme- 

Atlianasius, in the text, aims at bar- nians, '* In regard to the Godhead, 

ring out the ApoUinarian conception the Trinity is coessential and impasai- 

of some change or alteration effected ble : for when we say. He suffered, we 

in the one Impassible Godhead itself, do not mean, He suffered In reg^und to 

by the assumption of a bodv of a hea- the Godhead, for the Divine Nature is 

venly and not human origin. He Is incapable of any suffering: but con- 

not retracting his former assertion fcssing God the Word, one of the Tri* 

that the sufferings of Christ's flesh nity, to have become incarnate,** &c. 

were <* referred" to His Divine self, by Mansi, v. 429. See the next words 

virtue, as Cyril would say, of hypos- in c. 12. Compare c. 5. and 18, and 

Utic union, (see Cyril Art. 12.) He c. Apollin. L 1 1 : and see Athanashui 

is but objecting to tlie unbaknced use Treatises, ii. 830, 368, ed. 2. 
of exprosions which, without expla- < They said in effect, ** It is only 

nation, might lead to Patripasshtnism, we who can guard the Homoousion.^ 

or to an Arian debasement of the Idea It U not usual with Athanasius In his 

of God, In other words, he means doctrinal writings, to dwell on the 

K 2 
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182 Chriii iufered a$ Man, not as Ood. 

B.Aff«u.Naine to a condition of suffering? degrading to that con* 
'*** ditioDy and acknowledging as risen again, the undivided 
Nature, the ineffiible Godhead, the unchangeable and un- 
utterable ooessentiality ? For if the Word, having made 
flesh, by a change, out of Himself, went so far as to suffer 
without having taken on Himself anything passible or 
capable of resurrection, then it inust be He Himself that 
suflfered and rose again from the dead : and the Passion 
must have been, as Valentinus thought % common to the 
whole Trinity, since the Word in regard to the Divine na^ 
ture is inseparable ' from the Father. But if you choose 
to think thus of these things, what becomes of the promise 
of the prophets, or the genealogy of the Evangelists, or 
the testimony of the martyrs, or the mention of Mary the 
Mother', or the growth in stature, or the exhibition of His 
eating food, or the indication of the universal sympathy \ 
!• or the application of the Name, or such phrases as — ^ the 
Son of God became Son of Man," or the Man Jesui Christ, 
toko gave Himself a ransom for us," or the Son of Man 
M« must suffer many things and be killed, and the third day 
rise again from the dead? But if you do not believe that 
Christ was passible because He was man, yet impassible 
because He was God, but, when driven into a comer, 
argue, that if you confess Christ to be God and Man, you 
will be saying, ** Not one, but two *," you must necessarily 
either (like Marcion and the rest of the heretics) call the 
economy of the Passion and the Death and Resurrection a 
mere appearance ^ ; or like Arius ^ and his followers, call 
the Godhead of the Word passible. 

13. For if", while reading the Divine Scriptures, you 
have observed how, in the law and prophets, and the Gos- 
I>els, and the Apostles' writings, everywhere they firat call 

tenn, while nr^nf; the idces which ' 80 in Ormt. Art iiL 16, 4. 

it rrpreM*nta t ice Athan. TreotlMs, « Cf. Epict. 4. 

mL 2. ii. 56 ; ** In his tliree orations ^ OlMerve this reference to socli a 

be hardly names the llomoousion, text as Ifeb. 4. 15, the force of which 

tbotm^h the doctrine which It upholds was annulled b/ Apollinarianism. 

b nerer out of lib thoufchts.*' > See c ApoUin. 1. II, 21. Euty. 

' I.e. a bodjT of Dirioe substance. chUns made the like objortion. Theod. 

• ValenUoos b often rather looseljr Dbl. i. and ill. 

referred to. Here the allusinu seems ^ A^ffiKu'* 

to be to CIm Valentinlan mvth, as to > C. 8» and c. ApoUin. 1 16. 

Acfaamoth and her saflTerinfra, tee * The sentence b unfinished. 
MaaseTs Onoatlc Heresies, p. 181. 
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** God,^' a» iuch^ did not if^er. ISS 

• 

the Lord ** Man/' and then mention His Passion^ in order 
that they may not utter at any time a blasphemous word 
against the Godhead ; therefore they have neither spoken 
of the ''generation '' of the Godhead of the Word, but ac- 
knowledge a Father, and proclaim the Son, and reckon 
Christ in His descent from Mary, as Son of David and of 
Joseph according to the flesh, by the assumption of the 
form of the servant, in order that His humanity may be 
believed to be from men, and He may be acknowledged as 
God the Word from God the Father, bearing the suffer- 
ings that He bore on behalf of men in the passible form re- 
ceived from men, exhibiting His impassibility in the body 
which suffered. His immortality in that which died, Hia 
incorruption in that which was buried. His victory in that 
which had been tempted. His newness in that which had 
waxed old, — because our old man was crucified with Him ; Rmb. C 
for in this consists the grace ; and nowhere does Godhead 
admit suffering apart from a suffering body, nor exhibit 
disturbance and distress apart from a distressed and dis- 
turbed soul: nor does it feel heaviness, and pray, apart 
from a mind that is in heaviness and praying. But indeed, 
although what has been mentioned did not happen through 
any failure of nature ", yet what took place was so done as 
to indicate real existence. Why then have you written 
that it is "God that suffered and rose again through 
flesli r '' for if it is God that suffered and rose again 
through flesh, you must call the Father also, and the Pa* 
racletc, passible, since Their Name is one, and the Divine 
nature is one ^ 

14. But from this expression one can perceive your drift 
to be that of men who do not fear God, nor obey the Di- 
vine Scriptures. For Moses writes about God, Our God i>«it 4. 
is a consuming fire^ but about His coming among us in 
flesh, he speaks of the Lord as about to raise up a Prophet lb. is. IS. 
from among your brethren^ and of life as hanging on the Ib.S8.2&» 
tree p, as it were the Body of the Lord, given to be unto 

" I. e. of the Divine Nature. plained use of tlie assertion quoted. 

* If pressed rigorously, thb would For its trutli wlien explained (as re- 
tell against iiis own use of such peatedly by S. C)Til), see Hooker v. 
phrases as <*God*s Mother" and 53. 4. Cf. above on c. II. 
^'Ood's Body.*' He must be under- ' Here he attaches *'on the tree*' 
stood as deprecating tlie naked unex- by wajf of ghiss (and with reference to 
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184 The Pauion endured by the Manhood 

life for tu *: and Isaiah loudly proclaims concerning God, 
ka.'ieL ^^^ ^^ ffreai % the eiernal, He who consirucied the ex* 
*^ tremitiei of the earthy will not hunger nor be weary, and so 
Ifeu Si. s. on : but about the Passion, A man under a etroke, and 
knowing how to bear infirmity. And what is the meaning 
of ^knowing how to bear infirmity? " It means that by 
that which suflTeredi that which was capable of suflering 
IkL tb 1. was exhibited. For on this account also He saith, Write 
with the pen of a man in the new volume % and not of 
flesh without form^ And the Apostle also says, (Tlie) 
1 IHa. S. Man Christ Jesus who gave Himself* Therefore also to 
the phrase, of the seed of David, be adds a mention of 
i* the resurrection, using the phrase according to the flesh ; 
but of the Godhead he says. For the Word of God is living 
and active, and sharper than any two-edged sword. And 
the Lord also refers the Passion to the Son of Man, indi- 
cating that it is according to the flesh : but of His Godhead 
8. Jote He says, / and the Father are one^, and. No one know€(h 
8. FnrH ' ^^ ^^^ ^^^ " ^ ^^ Father only \ And nowhere h^ve 
]«. SM. the Scriptures conveyed to us any invention of '' bloo^ of 
God'' apart from fleshy or of God having suffered, and 
risen again ** through flesh.'' These are the audacious say- 
ings of Arians, since they do not acknowledge th^ Son of 
God to be Very God '. But the Holy Scriptures speak 
plainly of " blood " and " suffering " as in the fle^h of God, 
and belonging to the flesh of God made Map, and of a 

Gd. 3. 13.) to the LXX. (irrai {i M 'See liddon, Bamp. IjectM). 25 ]» 

#«v up^iuLiiiwfi^ Urut. 28. 66. This on the whole of this text. *< Tlie Son 

atnuiice piece of mjsticisoi is found in alone has a tru9 knowledge of the 

lie Inrarn. VerM, 35, and elsewhere. Father." 

•ee A than. Treat. U. 302. f Hence it is argued that Athana- 

^ E«s iti^w iiiup 7«r«M/rov. Proba- sins did not read e«ov in Acts 20. 28. 

« bljT a re^rence to some such Liturgic But what he 8a)'s is. Scripture does 

prayer as tltat In 8. Mark's liturgy, not attribute ** blood " tn «• Ood " S/x« 

** Make the bread tlie Body • • and the tf-of k^s, (see c. 2.) 1. e. without refe- 

. cnp the Blood • . . Xra yiwwrri waaw rence to the Incarnation, or, except 

4^Zr . • . c2r Kivmvlw . . . C<^t," to the Son as having become Man : 

Hammond, Liturgies East, and West, and tiie received text there implies 

p. 188. such a reference, for the **pnrcliasing ' 

'"The great"* is not in LXX. of tlie Church " is a result of the In. 

Thb text b cited as referring to the carnation. See Scrivener, Introd. to 

Son's Divinity, Drat. c. Ari. i. 12. Crit. N.T. p. 446. Corop. Cyril 

. • T^ I^X. Alex. adTheodos. 89. (Posey, p. 182.) 

* *AtUpf9¥, cf. c. 1 . He neans, not '* although after the union He be not 

of flesh without a soul. thought of 9ix^ empKdu'* 

" See ad Afinoa, 7. " See c. 3 ; and c ApoU. L 15. 
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which was inseparable from the Godhead. 133 

resurrection of God's body % a resurrection from the dead. * 
But you say the very contrary, as if you were vriser than 
the Apostles^ and more spiritual than the Prophets, and 
had better right to speak than the Evangelists, or even 
higher authority than the Lord, while by language falsely 
called reverential ^ you deny the truth, and speak against 
the Godhead, whereas the economy was pliunly exhibited 
on the Cross, and His flesh was proved to exist by the 
effusion of blood : when a voice was uttered, and soul was 
indicated, not manifesting any severance of Godhead, but 
indicating the putting to death of the body ; for the God- 
head did not desert the body in the sepulchre, nor was the 
soul separated from it in Hades \ For this is the meaning 
of what was said by the mouth of the Prophets, Thou shall F^ IC 
nol leave my soul in Hacks, nor will T/^ouffive Thy Holy One 
lo see cormplion. Therefore also the Lord said. No one 8- J'olui 
takelh it from Me, but I lay il down qf Myself , that is, ** I ^•^ **• 
being present, declare this." 

15. Therefore by the soul of God the grasp of death 
was loosened, and the resurrection from Hades was effect* 
ed, and was announced as good tidings to the souls : and 
in the body of Christ corruption was annulled, and in- . 
corruption was displayed from the sepulchre'. So tliat 
neither was Man ^separated from God, nor did God an- 
nounce that He would abandon Man, nor was the dying, 

* C. Apfill. i. 10, 18: Ep. AdcIpli.S. nasian tcarhinp^ in the words, '* I 
^ Aptdlinarianism l)C(irnn in a miiu verily believe that llin Divinity was 

taken retercnce, a onesided zeal for not separated from His Humanity, 

tlie di|cnity of our Jjord. See' Athan. no, not for a single hour, nor for the 

Treat, ii. 1 i7, ed. 2. And cf. c. A]iol. twinkling of an eye.*' Hammond, 

lin. i. i). So NeiiUirianism regarded Liturgies, p. 229. See Pearson on 

an actual Incarnation as unworthy of Creed, ii. 328, " Capreolus, bishop of 

God ; *' he slirank from confojising Cartilage, writing against the Nesto* 

the condescension of God, that He rians, proveth that the soul of Christ 

did not abhor the Virgin's womb." was united to His Divinity when U 

Dr. l*usey*s Sermons on Faith, p. 01 1 descende<l into hell.** 

«ronipare Cyril Ai>ol. adv. Theod. 10. ' See de Incam. Verbi, 0. 

So in Ep. ad Nest. 2. he alludes to * *Kv9pvwos here, as elsewhere in 

those who rejitct the personal union Athan. (as c. 19, and sjiecially in 

as AicaAAii. Orat. iv.) and other Fathers, is used - 

* Compare c. 1 , 5 : c. Apollin. {. 1 8. for k^Bprnwitint or manhood. There is a 
S(M) the Coptic Liturgy of 8. Basil: its similar use of "homo,** beginning 
c«mfcssion of faith, (made by the cele- with TertuUian, and going d<»wn tn 
brant, hoUling three particles of the lieo. Tlie Grtrek use is well illustra- 
Holy Sacrament in his elevated right ted by Clem. Aksx. Strom, ir. 3. 7a, 
luind.) has some traces of Monophy- " Tlie martyr resigning clieerfully 
sitism, but docs not go beyond Atluu rhv Mpttww,* i. e. hb human life. 
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136 Tke Son was glorified oi Man. 

and the departure of the spirit^ a withdrawal of God from 
'*' the body, but a separation of soul from body : for therein 
was our death described. But if God was separated from 
the body, and its death was exhibited under that condition, 
how was it that the body, when separated from the incor- 
ruptible God, could exhibit incorruption ? and how did 
the Word also make His entrance into Hades? or how 
did He exhibit His resurrection from Hades? Did He 
Himself rise again in place of the soul that is ours, so as 
to construct a mere likeness of our resurrection ? Nay, 
how is it possible to imagine this of God ? Your state- 
ment \ then, is out o£ harmony with the holy Scriptures, 
and your opinion is incongruous with the economy that 
fk.1ia ^'^^^ fulfilled. And the words, Sii on My right hand^ do 
1* • not express the dignity of a man, but of God : but since 
the dignity of God has become the dignity of Man, there- 
fore in order that the dignity of Man might be believed 
to be the dignity of God^ it is said, Sit on My right hand, 
& Mm and. Glorify Me, Father, with the eternal glory s. He 
does not say this as if He was separated from that glory, 
but as having come to exist in a body that was not glo- 
rious, that He might exhibit the form of the servant as 
not separate from the Divine glory, but as showing it 
lb. IS. forth. Therefore it is said. And I have glorified it, and I 
**• will glorify it again, signifying that the glory which exist- 

ed prior to the body was one witli that which dwelt in the 
Hchu I. body, as the Apostle says. Having become $o far superior 
^•'* to the Angels, as He hath inherited a more excellent name 
than they \ For unto which of the Angels said He at any 
time. Sit on My right hand I Assuredly the Word, who is 
the Maker of the Angels^ did not become inferior to them 
as if He had been inferior, but by exhibiting that form 
of the servant, which had risen up in Him, as superior 
to the Angels, or indeed to the whole creation: since, 
CoL I. being the Image of the invisible God, He hecskme firstborn 
qf all the creation *, as it is also written in the Gospels, 

' litermlljr, definition, ip^t. Word (I) by enterinfir info relations 

V A lax quotation. witli tlie creation in its first ori|^n, 

k On tlito teit see c Apollin. i. 12. and (3) bj Hto action as its spiritual 

' Atbanasius, Orat. c Arian. U. G2, Restorer, became the ** brother'* or 

explains this text to mean, that tbe representatire of "manjr.*' 
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^Tle had made human aiiribiUes HU own. 137 

I7ii/t7 $he brought forth her firstborn Son. Therefore also s. um 
in Him were all things created^ and in Him the Bastion ^* ^ 
took place, and He is the Deliverer from suffering and 
death, and through Him all things came into bdng, and CiL 1. 
He is the Head of the body, the Church, who is firstborn ^^^*- 
from the dead, that He Himself, it is written, might become 
pre-eminent in all things. 

16. In what sense then, according to you, did the 
Word, who is the Maker of all rational natures, having 
united flesh to Himself, become rational man, and bow, 
being unchangeable and unalterable, did He become man, 
if it was not ^. by constituting the form of the servant 
so as to be endued with reason, so that the Word' might 
be unchangeable, remaining what He was, ^ and also the 
man, being God, might be seen on earth as rational ? For 
the Lord is *^ Heavenly Man," not by having exhibited His 
flesh as from heaven, but by having bestowed a heavenly 
condition on that flesh, which wus derived from earth *• 
Therefore also, as is the Heavenly One, such are they that I Cm*. 
are heavenly, by their partaking of His holiness. Therefore 
also, the attributes of the body were appropriated by Him *• 
But you say again, ^'How was it that they crucified /Ae Ib.S.1 
Lord of glory i*, and yet in your view did not crucify the 
Word ? " God forbid ! on the contrary, they set at nought 
the Word, when they nailed to the Cross the body of the 
Word \ For it was God who was set at nought, but it was 
the soul and flesh of God that went through suffering and 
death, and resurrection. Therefore the Lord said to the 
Jews, Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it s. jubi 
up : as the prophet says. Because His soul was delivered *• *^ 
unto death, SLiid not the Word Himself; and John says, i2.i«x. 
He laid down His soul for us. How then were the Jews * ^-^^^ 
able to destroy the temple of God, and to break up the in- 

^ Literally, <*and not having con. Epict. 6. So Cyril, Ep. ad Nest. 3. 

stituted"&c. G. G; and again in liis 8cliolia, 36, 

MI ore we have Koyudip, A^r, '* Ood apprupriatei the tldngs tliAt 

Xo7iir^f . belong to man, by the Union ; " and 

■" M/y»if S %p. See c. 3. Qnod unus ait Christua, (Puaey» 

" Su Ctreg. Nai. explains thb text p. 405.) 
as relating to r^r wphf rhw o&piCirior * On this text, see on Ep. Max. 1. 
cnM'ir, Epist. 101. ^ 8ce above, c 14, and c ApolUn. 

* '^Kumrau See note on Ep. i. 10, 18. 
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138 // was Chrui's soul thai l^i His Body 

diuolable union ' of the flesh with the Word, if, as you 
bold, this was the way in which the process of dying took 
pkoe? For the body would not have become dead, if it 
bad not been separated from something. For if no disso- 
lution took place, neither did death : and if no death took 
place, neither did resurrection. Grant, then, the dissolu- 
tion, and the separation from the body which took place, 
as it is written in the Gospels that He breathed His last^ 
and that He bowed His head, and gave up His spirit ; that 
we may see what sort of spirit you suppose to have depart- 
ed firom the body, and how the dying took place. For you 
have sud, ''The Word, having united' to Himself a flesh 
which had no subsistences exhibited the truly rational 
and perfect man/' If then it was the Word that departed 
from the body, and this was the mode in which the dying 
took place, the Jews did prevail against God by dissolving 
the indissoluble union. Consequently, it was not the death 
that is ours that there took place, if the dying of the body 
took place after God was parted from it. And how could 
the body, thus parted from the incorruptible God, con- 
tinue uncorrupt ? On this view,the wounding will indeed 
belong to the body, but the Passion to the Word. For on 
this account you even speak of God as having suffered *, 
using language in consistence with yourselves, or rather in 
harmony with the Arians, for this is what they assert \ 



' Mytifituriw b here used not for mix- 
ture or fusion, but gimply for union, 
us Orefc. Nu. uses it in Ep. 101. 10. 
So Origen uses kvoKpdc^i in c. Cels. 
ilL 41 ; and Gre^cory Nyssen spralcs of 
the Son us hwttprd/At^ow with our 
Duture, Catechet. 27 ; and Greg. Nas. 
strildnfcl/, *<PreierTe the whole of 
man, «al /«({«r t^p $9h"iiru,** Ep. 101. 
CjrriJ Aiex. explains that some Fathers 
used the terni itpigts laxly, not in tlie 
sense of hfdxv^tt, as when liquids are 
blended with each otiier: "1 relieve 
jon (Nestorians) of that apprehen- 
sion t that was not in their minds, thrr 
were only anxious to express rj^r c/r 
igfw «MM'tr,'* ad?. Nest. L 3. (Pusey, 
p.7i.) M(eirb described by Gregory 
NrBsen, Antirrhet. 51, as the union 
or things which are by nature direrM. 
Miseeu and eommiaceo are iimikrly 



used without the sense of fusion, in 
Irenieus, iii. 19. 1. Cp. Tcrtull. Apol. 
21, (Homo ]>eo mixtus) and adv. 
Marc ii. 27 ; and note in Tertull. Uh. 
Path. p. 48 ; Cyprian, de idol. Vani- 
tate. 11. and Augustine, Epist. 187, 
s. 11. Tlieodoret gives instances in 
which things are said to be in this 
sense commingled without being con- 
founded, Dial. ii. p. 115. Jn some 
passages quoted by Theodoret, Dial, 
ii. p. 170. Apollinaris himself repudi- 
ates the idea of any actual change or 
fusion as wrought by the Union. For 
the <* indissolubleness,'* see e. 2. 
■ XvyK9pdaatt see above. 

* *Arinrirraroif. c. Apollin. i. 21, 
The 6esh thus thought of, was not 
real human flesh. See on Tomei 6t 

* Comp. c 11. 

> Comp.c. 11, 14. 
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and waspreteni in Hades. 139 

And moreover, according to you, it will be the Word who 
was raised up by resurrection. For it must needs be that 
some one received power to begin the resurrection from 
the dead, in order that the resurrection and dissolution of 
death, and the release of the spirits there detained ^^^ might 
be perfect. 

17. But if it was the Word who suffered this, then what 
became of His unchangeableness and unalterableness? And 
why was the Word, when seen without a veil in Hades \ 
accounted as man in death? And why did the Lord say ta 
the Jews, ^' I will raise it up,^ and not, ^ I will rise again 
from Hades*?" for if the Word, on becoming dead, was in 
need of some one to raise Him from death, the victory will 
not belong to Him, but to the person who raised Him up; 
And again, why did He utter through the Prophets predic- 
tions about His soul ? Why did the Lord, when He came, 
say, in fulfilment of the promise, / lay down my Mout/or 8. Mm 
My sheep \ — that soul which .the Holy Scriptures clearly 
represent as being a spirit'? and the Lord moreover spoke 
of the body as being killed by men who yet were not ableB,UtM» 
to kill the ioulf because it was a spirit. It was the spirii g^J^ 
in which Jesus was troubled: it was the '^ spirit" that de- U^Si. 
parted from the body on the cross. And by this means 
the body became dead, and its dissolution took place, while 
God the Word remained unchangeably both with the body 
and with the soul, and with Himself who was in the bosom 
of the Father, so as to exhibit unchangeableness '• And 
in that form which is ours, and which belonged to Him, ' 
He there depicted the death which is ours, in order that 
in it lie might also arrange the resurrection which should 
take place on our behalf : by exhibiting His soul on re- 
turning from Hades, and His body from the sepulchre, that 
in death He might overthrow death * by the exhibition of 
a soul, and in the grave might abolish corruption by the 
burial of a body ; exhibiting immortality and incorruption 

Tf Here comes in the idea of a rcIcMe i. 1 7, 18. 
of Koiils from Hades as eflTected by our * But He did sajr, ** He shall rise 

liord's ** Descent." See Pearson on again,'* meanin|( Himself. 
Creed, U. 334. ^ See c. Apollin. i. U. 

* I. e. on the ApolIInarian theory, ■ C. Apollm. i. 16. 
His (iodliead was present in Hades * Above, c 14. 
unveiled by a human soul, c ApoUln. * See our Easter Pirefiioe. 
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Captiaui questions by Apollinarians. 



from Hades and from the grave; having traversed our path 
in that form which is ours, and unloosed that hold which 
pressed heavily upon us. And herein lay the wonder : for 
in this the grace was bestowed. But you^ who acknow- 
ledge flesh only, are unable to prove either the condemna- 
tion of sin, or the overthrow of death, or the completion of 
resurrection, or the unchangeableness of the Word ; because 
you have gone outside the Holy Scriptures', uttering the 
sophisms of Arians, although the mention of a '^soul'' 
occurs plainly in Holy Scriptures, and the economy was 
fulfilled with an exhibition of all that could fulfil and 
complete it. 

18. But some heretics, while they acknowledge Him 
who was seen, disbelieve in His Godhead ': and others, 
acknowledging Him as God, deny His Nativity in flesh : 
and others, acknowledging His flesh as well as Godhead, 
deny the presence of His soul, and have become like to the 
firensied children of the Arians, who fasten together knotty 
and crooked propositions ^ in order that by dint of these 
they may raise doubts, and get hold of simple people, while 
they themselves are in doubt about the faith. In like man- 
ner also they have learned to say, *^ Who is He that was 
bom of Mary ? is He God or man ' ?'' and then if any one 
says, ^Man,'' he may be led to disbelieve in His Godhead, 
and agree with those heretics who have disbelieved in it : 
or, if he says, ** God,'' he will deny His Nativity in flesh, 
and be led away with those heretics who deny it. And 
then again they ask, <^ Who is He that suflered? is He God 
or man?'' so that if one answers ''God," he may utter a 
blasphemous word, like the impious Arians; and if he says 



' llere,«s In c. 19, the ApoHinarUni 
are reboked for indalgtnf^ iu nnwar- 
ranted ipecnlationt. Cf. c ApoUin. 
Lid. 

« As tlie PhotinUnt, in effect: and 
more openl/ the Artemonites. 

^ See Onit. c. Arian. i. ^ ; com- 
pare Newman in Athan. Treatiiei ii. 
20, ed. 2, and Arians, |i. Stf ff. 

* That is, the sofr^restion of a false 
antithcsb ma/ impel men in eitlier of 
two wrong directions. Atlianasius of 
oonrM would have them answer. He is 
trvljr Ood and tml/ Man, c 2, c ApoU. 



i. 1 6. 8. Ililaiy sajrs, '* He Icnows no- 
thing; wliatever of lib own life who 
knows not Christ Jfsus to be true Man 
even as He b true God,*' de Trin. ix. 
3. Proclos saji empliaUcally tliat "of 
nooessitjr He, tlie same, b both God 
and man . . • Chrbt b in very truth 
man, Init He became such when be- 
fore He liad been simply God ; for as 
He b God, not created, so b He, the 
same, also man not in mere sem- 
bUnce" 0*«* raUl/ God and real!/ 
man.) Tom. ad Armenoa, Mansi, ▼• 
432. 
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** Man/' he may on the contrary be speaking according to 
Jewish sentiments. Therefore the Holy Scriptures aiSrm 
the Word to be ineffably God from the Father, and to have 
Himself become man from the \^rgin in the last times : 
that neither '^ God " may be disbelieved, nor the birth in 
flesh be denied. But where there is the name of ^ flesh,*^ 
there is the orderly form of our whole constitution \ bat 
without sin. And they connect the Passion with the name 
of man, and do not go further, as it is written in the Holy 
Scriptures : bnt conceiving the Godhead of the Word, 
they acknowledge its unchangeableness and ineflableness. 
Therefore the ^ Word'' is spoken of as Divine', but the 
'^ Man " is the subject of a genealogy ; in order that the 
selfsame might naturally and truly appear in both aspects:"* 
as *'God," in reference to the eternity of Godhead and 
to tlie Authorship of creation ; as *^ Man," in reference to 
His birth from a woman, and His increase in stature: 
** God," in connection with His life-giving operations, and 
OS mighty in wonderful works : ''Man," in connection with 
His feelings corresponding to our own, and His partici- 
pation in our infirmities ; *^ God the Word," in the exhibi- 
tion of His immortality and incomiption and unchange- 
ableness : ''Man," as His being nailed to the Cross, and in 
the flowing of blood, and the burial of His body, and the 
descent into Hades, and the resurrection from the dead. 
Thus was Christ raised from the dead, and being God, He 
raises up the dead. 

19. Foolish then are those who attribute the Passion to 
His Godhead, or who disbelieve His Incarnation, or who 
call the one "two," or who attempt to make a precise des- 
cription" of "His flesh," and venture to say, "how much," 
or "how," beyond the Scriptures". For by such notions 
have the minds of heretics lost their footing. Marcion 
lapsed through excess of blasphemy; Manicha)us was per- 
verted by an opinion about sin; Valentinus was led astray 
by a pretence of knowledge P; Paul of Samosata, and lie 

^ See abovo, c. 1. ■■ C. ApoHin. i. 10. Cump. Ont. c. 

* 0to\oyurat. Comp. tlic extract Ari. iii. 2tf, on the Scriptural account 

from fh« ** Little Ijahyriiith*' in Euseb. of Christ m twofold. 

V. 38; and so in Orat. c. Ari. ii. 71, " literall/, measurement, 

"the Wonl is praiseil witli the Fa- • C. 17. 

ther, and adored «r«l BtoKoyo^fitrof.** ' See Hooker, r. 60. 4. 
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Sqfety in adherence to Scripture. 



. who was called Fhoiinai, and their followers, fell away by 
disbelief in the Godhead ; Arius blasphemed through mad- 
ness*; and you, who employ the same sophisms, say what 
is not written in Scripture, and pervert the unstable. But 
it is enough to believe in what has been written, and what 
has taken place (as Paul says, Like to tu in all thingt^ 
witkaui AN, and Peter, Since Christ then etfferedfor ui in 

JUtki arm yaureelvee also with the same mind; J and not 
push speculations further, and so reject the truth. 

« Ob tlM • Cuatkd Av7 ^ «l tiM ArfauM lae Athaa. IVMt. IL 377. ed. S. 
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NOTE 

ON THE «<DE INCARNATIONE ET CONTRA ARIAN08** AND TUB 

^ 8EIUI0 MAJOR DB VIDE.** 

I. 

To the first of these two treatiiws. Cardinal Newnuui refen with 
a saving clause, **if tlie work be genuine," (Tracts Theol. and 
Ecclcs. p. 290) as formerly In Athan. Treatises, I. 264, ** if it be 
his.** There is certainly reason for questioning the authomhip. 
The Benedictine editors, who uphold its genuineness, da^ it after 
A.D. 3G5, when the Anomoeans were assuming a bolder front; for 
it is avowedly directed against them and the Macedonians. But 
would 8. Atlianasius at this period have spolcen of ** tluree hypos* 
tftses** in the Godhead ? (De Inc. et c An. 10.) He had done so 
about 20 years earlier, (In illud, Omnia, 6,) when, as comparatively 
a young theologian, he might use "hypostasis** iu the sense familiar to 
liis predecessor Alexander, (Tlieod. i. 4 : see Newman, l. c.) But it 
would have been another thing to do so soon after that same phrase 
had been to some extent discouraged (tliough admitted to be orthodox 
after due explanation) in tlie " Tome,** c 0. Again, while Apolli- 
narianism was gradually diflfusing itself, Athanasius could hardly have 
written of our Lord's "flesh" precisely in the style of dc Inc. et 
c. An. 3, " that His flesh might become God tlie Word," (contrast 
c. Apollin. i. 10) without a safeguard in the context against the 
idea of " fusion," or of the cocssentiality of the flesh with tlie Word. 
The recognition of Him as "perfect man," in c 8, may modify, 
but docs not remove, this objection : for that phrase was accepted, 
disingenuously enough, by Apollinarians, (Epiph. Hffir. 77* 23.) 
Thirdly ; some important texts are explained othem'ise than S. Atha- 
nasius usually explains them. True, he b fertile in excgetical alter- 
natives : but he would hardly have interpreted S. John 5. 26, simply 
of "life" given to Christ^s body (c. 2; contrast Orat. c Ari. iii. 
3G) ; or ib. 14, 28 " as touching the Manhood " (c. 4 ; contrast Orat. 
c Ari. i. 58.) and, still more, the LXX. Prov. 8. 22 of tlie Church 
as founded in Christ, (c 6; contrast the well known interpreta- 
tion given at sucli length in Orat. c. Ari. ii. 44 ff. referring 
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14i Note on ** De Ineam. et e Arianos,*' 

It to tkt formation of His human body.) Fourthly, we cannot but 
obaerfo in hti treatise a certain amount of inconsistency in the 
treatment of that DtWne self-humiliation, or *' impoverishment " 
(8 Cor. 8. 9,) of which, as the writer says, quite in Athanasian style, 
the Arians took a penrerse adfantage. Sometimes he shews a dis- 
pontion to narrow overmuch wliat 8. Cyril calls the *' limits of the 
tnimtnsp^M when he sees in tlie prayer, ** Glorify Thou Me,** (8. John 
17- 5,) merely a request for the glorifying of believers, because '* His 
shame was our glory,** (c 5,) and avoids tlie admission of any with- 
drawal of the Father*s felt presence from our Ijord's soul at one 
moment of His Crucifixion by saying that in 8. Matt. 2J, 47 He 
** spoke as our representative,** (c. 2) ; language which seems to go 
beyond the line traced in Orat. c. Arian. lii. 56, 57» if it finds some 
parallel in Orat. iv. 6, 7- On tlie other hand, tlie realities of the Con- 
ileseension are plainly recognized in such statements as, '* The Etenial 
Wisdom increased in wisdom as Man,** (ell) and " as Man He de- 
precated the sufferings*** (c. 21) and still more when Uie dogmatic 
dedsion of the Sixth (Ecumenical Council is verbally anticipated 
by the assertion of " two Wills, human and Divine,'* in the Incar- 
nate (c 21.) It may be thought that S. Athaiiasius, in presence 
of Apollinarianism, would have held the balance witli a steadier hand. 
Yet too much stress should not be laid on this amount of difference ; 
and it must be added tliat the inteq)rctation of Phil. 2. 9, given in 
c 2, taken together with ell, agrees witli that in Orat. Ari. ii. 41 ; 
as that of Acts 2. 3G in c 21 agrees with tliat in Orat. ii. 1 2 ; and 
tlie brief gloss on S. Mark 13. 32, " He speaks humanly,** in c. 7$ 
is a condensation of tlie exposition given in Orat. iii. 42 ff. Tliere 
is also much that is Athanasian in tone, as the contrast between our 
lx>rd*s Sonship by nature and ours by grace, in c. 8 ; and Athanasius 
might well have written such sentences as " His death is our immor- 
tality, and His tear our joy, and His burial our resurrection, and His 
descent our ascent,** (c. 5,) or " whosoever carry tlie Spirit of God 
carry light, and those who carry light are clothed with Christ, and 
those who are clothed with Christ are clotlied with the Father,** 
(c 15,) or the pregnant dictum as to what the *^ formulary of re- 
union** (Cyril, Ep. ad Joan.) calls tlie ** lowly** texts, that *< Christian 
truth in all its exactness is found among commonplace sayings and 
deeds,** (c 6.) 

The writer*s grateful acknowledgements are due to Cardinal 
Newman, who had the goodness to make a communication to him on 
the subject, and specified among other points, (such as the *' new 
interpretationt** of two important texts,) the repeated use of the 
word Janpxih the stress kid on " tho idea of mystery** In d^^i^mg, 



t^prmmmmtmw 



and the '' Sermo Mqfor de Fide/' 145 

dt^parnat, ^UaroXiTrrMC, (c 8) and '* tlie explicit mendoa of 'two 
wills/ — Btaitling, since Athan.*s way is less dogmatic.'* — as eon- 
tribudng to produce an impression ** against tlie genuineneM of the 
treatise." 

On tlie wliole it seems most probable tliat tids boolc was put to- 
gether by an admirer and imitator of S. Atha n asiui,— a disdplcy ao to 
spealc, of liis school, who miglit renture to differ from him on aona 
points of exegesis or terminology, but would use, perhapa to a conri* 
able extent, memoranda of liis teaching. 

11. 

**Tlie Sermo Major de Fide," which Theodoret quotes in hb 
three Dialogues as a work of S. Atlianarius, was diseorered in a 
nearly complc^is form, in a MS. of the tenth century, by Montfiuicon : 
another fragment was published by Card. Mai in his Nora Biblio- 
theca. The beginning and the end are lost. 

The treatise is really a letter (c 24) and as far as we can judge, 
was directed against the Arians, who **said that the Word was a crea* 
ture" (c. 21) and detracted from His Divinity (c 28:) while the frag^ 
meat attacks them for " attributing to Him flesli bereft of a rational 
Houl." The first chapter, however, seems to allude to one of the 
ApoUinarian opinions. *' Tlie Word became flesh, not as if resolved 
into flesh." The line of argument is Athanasian enough — to distin- 
guiMh between the Scriptural expressions which relate to tlie Divinity 
and to the Humanity of Christ. The peculiarity lies in the reiteration 
of a certain number of phrases as descriptive of that Humanity. **The 
Man of the I/ord," avOpumo^ Kv/moxos, occurs nine times, in c 4, 19, 
21, 2G, 28, 31, 38 ; and once in another form, rov Kvpiov ayOpfoww^ 
c. 22. We have also "the man understood in regard to the Saviour," 
6 Kara rov lEon^pa voov/aci^os ayOpwro^t four times, c. 18, 21, 25, 28: 
"the man according to the Saviour," c. 21, 22: "the man of the 
Saviour," c. 24, 30 : " the man according to the flesh," c 19: "the 
man whom He bore," c. 13, 16, 28, 29, 32, 37: (the phrase was used 
by Eustathius, Tlieod. Dial. 2.) "the roan assumed," c 20, and "the 
Word assumed the man," c. 31. (By "the Saviour" is meant tlie 
Word, in a certain degree of antithesis to Jesus: whereas in Orat. 
c. Ari. iii. 23 "the Saviour" is synonymous witii "the Son of man.") 
The " Man " is described as Jesus Christ, the second Adam, tlie Me- 
diator, c. 25, 26, and is said to have gone willingly to death, being 
strengthened by tlie indwelling Word, c 4. Then again this word 
" Man " seems in some places to mean " body," as c. 2, 13, 19, 24, 
37; we find " tlie body which grew" called a creature in c. 21, as is 
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^tbe man whom He bore** in c. 16, 26: *'the Son of Man** is ex- 
plained by ** the Lord's body ** in c 17, 19 : the words ** Sit on My 
right hand,** are quoted as spolcen to **tbe man** and to ** the body,** 
e. 19, 89; the LXX. Pror. 8. 22 is similarly treated in c 14, and 21. 
In one passage ** the flesh '* is described as " the Lord's humanity,'* 
e. 3. It is not easy to believe (hat S. Athanarius, wridng after the 
rise of ApoUinarianism, or even indeed before it, could be responsi- 
ble for such a jumble of phrases. It is not merely a case of tlie 
known use of ai^pcMrof where we should say *' manhood,** as we find 
it in e. Apollin. ii. 15 : it is not merely an occasional use of the ex- 
presrion, ** the Man of the Lord,** which occurs twice in the Atluuv- 
arian ** Expodtio Fidei,** (probably the ** book of Athanasius ** re- 
ferred to as containing it, Jerome c. Ruf. ii. 20) and in Didymus de 
Spir. Sancto 51, and was used by Epiplianiu% Ancorat. 95, to des- 
cribe Christ's flesh, while S. Augustine, when expressing a wish that 
he himself had never used the Latin equivalent, ** Homo Dominicus," 
(whidi apparently had been used by Pope Damasus, Mansi, iii. 420) 
admitted that something might be sidd in its favour, (Retract, i. 19. 
8,) eren as S.Thomas Aquinas allowed that *' Homo" might be used 
for the human nature of the Lord, not for a human person. Sum. iii. 
16. 3. What strikes us is the iteration of the phrase, combined 
with other phrases of a like sort, the result of which might be sim- 
ply oonfuring to some minds, while to others they might easily sug- 
gest that very error against which S. Athanasius contends so ear- 
nestly in his later treaUses, — Uie notion that ** the Word dwelt in a 
man as formerly in the prophets," see Orat. c. Ari. iii. 30. and 
compare the Tome, 7 » Ep- Epict. 11, &c. Surely, if he had at this 
time used the phrase, *' Man of the Lord," which Apollinarians 
adopted in their own sense (S. Greg. Naa. Ep. 101) and which 
might more naturally prepare the way for Nestorianinm, he would 
have guarded it carefully against abuse, just as in Orat. iv. 35 he 
guards the single word ** Man " by insisting that tlie ** hypostasb " 
of the Word b inseparable from '*the Man" bom of Mary, and that 
(Mir Lord does not say in S. Luke 24. 39, " as ye see this Man of 
mine have." The writer of the "Sermo Major" does not tlms clear- 
ly affirm the personal oneness of the Incarnate : he is content to use 
.^man" interchangeably with **body," or to say that *' the Word was 
hidden in Jesus," c 32. Moreover he regards the Mediation as 
pertaining to thb " Man," c 26, whereas the Athanasian doctrine is 
that manldnd cannot be brought near to God save by one who is 
both human and Dirine, Orat. c Ari. ii. 67* He interprets S. Mark 
13. 32 by saying that the Father gave all knowledge to **the Son," 
and therefore it was ** Jesus" who " knew not of the day," c. 33 ; 
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whereas in Ont c« Art. iii. 43 It b plainly taught that it was the 
Son who as the Word knew all things, but *^ as man Imew not die 
hour of the end.** It seems, moreorer, incredible that he who In 
Ep. Cpict. 5 and Orat. €• Ari. i. 35 dtes Heb. 13. 8, in eonnection 
with Mai. 3. 6, as a proof of the Word's Divine Immutabilitj, would 
explain it as in Serm. Mig. 31, of ''the man understood in regard to 
the Saviour " as being '* the same that was once an In&nt, then lu- 
creased in age and fiirour, and began to be about thirty years of 
age.** (Nestorius may have read this passage, see Cyr. adv. Nest. 
ill. 2.) The interpretation of 8. John 14. 28 as reUting to the 
Manhood, which has already been noticed as occurring In De Inc. 
et Ari., occurs thrice in the ''Sermo," c 14, 34, 39. There are 
passages in the " Sermo ** which are highly Athanaaan in tone, as 
c. 20, 22, 24 ! there are illustrations which remind one of Athan»- 
sius* early writings: (e. g. c 24, 27» 35) portions of the " De Incar- 
nadone Verbi," 8, 9, 17» 20, 41, are actually embodied, with some 
verbal alterations, in Serm. 5, 6, 7» H* 12. But it seems evident 
tliat another mind has been at work, selecting materials and develop* 
ing ideas in a way of its own. It seems not Improbable that the 
reason why the " Sermo,** in MontfattCon*s words, " diu in tenebris 
latebat,** was not so much the " carelessness of copyists ** as the ad- 
vantage which had been taken of some passages by advocates of the 
abhorred Nestorian heresy. 
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APPENDIX. 
on f.criiitf OF albxandria's intbrpkbtations of his aha* 

TflBMASy AND ON THB DIAL0GUB8 OF TBBODOBBT. 

The chief object of S. Athanaslus, as a Doctor of the Church, was 
to maintain tlie truth embodied in the word Homoousion, — the truth, 
as he himself loved to express it, that the Only-begotten Son of God 
is Son by nature and in reality. But, as work grows out of work, 
this advocacy of the Nicene watdiword led on to the defence of the 
Divinity of the Holy Spirit in the four Epistles to Serapion, and 
again to a treatment of the doctrine of the Incarnation properly so 
called in tlie Third Discourse against the Arians, and in most of the 
tracts included in this volume. In reading the latter, our attention 
has repeatedly been called to that large and luminous insight, that 
majestic comprehensiveness, that stedfast grasp of the revealed verity 
as a whole, which made the genuine teaching of Athanasius on this 
subject an authority and a support in those two momentous contro- 
versies* respecting the Person of our Incarnate Saviour which trou- 
bled the peace, but matured and consolidated the thought, of the 
Church in the fifth age. Nor can we wonder if under the shelter of 
such a name, some statements which in all likelihood were wrongly 
ascribed to him acquired a factitious importance, and that one of 
them, at least, eventually when quoted in good faith as hb^, in- 
creased tlie complications attendant on the still partially unsettled 
condition of doctrinal terminology. 

It is proposed to illustrate the character and range of S. Atha- 
nanus' tlieological influence on the mind of Greek-speaking Chris- 
tendom in the Nestorian and Eutychian period by some detailed 
references to the best-weighed statements of two eminent men who 
represented the two aspects of ecclesiastical Christology. One of 
them occupied the second see in Christendom, which had acquired 
a new dignity as the throne of AUianasius. He was a voluminous 
commentator on Scripture: his criticisms have preserved to us a 
large part, at least, of Julian's treadse against Christianity*: and 
what is more to our present purpose, he was, in Cardinal Newman's 

* See note in AUian. Trmtkm, lib. f ^ir r«v etoS A/yov 9wapKmii49fi. 
F^Ub. L UA. • See Kendall, The Eoipcror Jiu 

^ See beiew as to the phrase, ^ Uan, p. 882. 
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words, ^ a clear-headed ooiutructive theologian',** with a keen per* 
ception of issues at stake, a thorough devotion to an ** angoit mys* 
tery*,** a high courage, an indomitable persereranee, but also a 
vehement and masterful temper to whksh, — not merely, though 
mainly, in h'ls earlier years,---the lordly powers of the Egyptian 
patriardiate ' presented a serious temptation. The other was, as a 
prelate, among the rank and file of the liierarchy, doing good work, 
secuUr as well as spiritual, in the far north of Syria, for an out-of- 
the-way city which he could not pretend to liket, and a diocese 
in which old-world heresies were the popular religion of peasants, 
and efforts to root them out, though in the long run triumphant, 
were made at the cost of bodily peril and harm K And the bisliop 
who had such work to go through was at tlie same time ^hdln 
princeps*' among his brethren for varied learning and persuaidTii 
church oratory, for ability of a richly versatile type, and for a 
warmtli of heart which, if it made him think too well of some old 
friends, drew out men*s affection togetiicr witli their admiration', 
gave him special aptitudes for comforting tiie sorrow-stricken S 
filk his extant letters with a living human interest, and enables us 
to feel towards him as we can hardly feel towards any of his con- 
temporaries in East and West, always excepting tiiat most noble 
and loveable Saint who fell asleep in beleaguered Hippo when the 
Nestorian strife was less than two years old. Cyril of Alexandria 
and Theodoret of Cyrrhos came somewhat roughly into collision 
with each otiier in the prog^ress of that strife : eadi of them made 
some mistakes, each for a time deemed the other heretical: and 
although at last tiiey were substantially in agreement, each lookea 
mainly at his own side of the shield. The mystery of the Incar- 
nation has two aspects, one relating to Christ*s single Personality, 
the other to the distinctness of His Manhood from his Godhead. 
Cyril emphasized the former, while really acknowledging tiie latter : 
Theodoret reversed the process. Cyril specially dreaded a " sever- 

* Newman, IlUtorical Sketches, nousportelircpfardercommelqptime 
iii. 345. ee qui sembic nous pouvoir fairo reus* 

* lie calls the Incarnation rh sir dans Ics entreprises saintes . . . 
ffMwrhy rjfuif fivcr^pio^. Quod Dcus II faut combattrc )M)ur l>icu scion leu 
sit Christus, (Pusey, p. S57*) loix dc Uicu/si Ton veut qu' il uoua 

' Newman, Ilisturical Sketches, counmne.'* xiv. 541. 

iii. 339. It is especially in rcganl t Tlicodoret, Ep. 32, 24, 81, L'lH. 

to the presents sent by ('yril in 433 Compare Synodlcon, c. 71, in Majisi 

to Court personafces in onlcr to enlist v. 847. 

thoir influence that Tillemont sap, ^ Ep. 81, 113. 

** S. C>Tille est saint, mais on ne inrut ^ Sec Historical Sketclics, iii. 830. 

pas dire que toutes ses actions sotent Compare Theod. Ep. I, 2, i>, 24,33, 

saintes ;" adding, in words of memo- 48, 49. 59, 62^ 6G^ 123. 

rable siprnificance, **les plussainta ont ^ Tlieod. Ep. 7, 8, 12, 14, 15, 17, 

beaucoup li craindre U tcntation qui 18, 21, 27, he. 
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anoe,'* Tbeodoret a ** confusion." Cyril was on the watcli against- 
the ratk>naljsing temper which would explain away the Incarnation 
into an assodation such as might exist between the Divine Word 
and A preeminent sdnf, and substantially such as had been imagined 
by some profesdng Churdimen in the latter years of 8. Athana- 
tnas^. Theodoret believed the chief peril to lie in the direction of 
that pecuUar mysticism which, by its crude metliod of asserting the 
Redeemer's oneness, had cut the hoods which linked Him to our 
hnmani^ : and he was therefore disposed to put the best construc- 
tion on that whole Hue of speculation whidi Theodore bishop of 
Mopsoestm, the father of Nestorianism, and already the favourite 
** commentator** in tlie East"*, had struck out as against the Apol- 
linarianism which he abhorred. Vet Cyril had a true belief in our 
Lord's Manhood, and Tlieodoret was not less sound as to His 
PeTMmal Dirinity. Thus each of the two men dul that sort of work 
for which his antecedents and habits of thought had fitted him, and 
thereby gave in his appropriate contribution to the ultimate settie- 
ment of the twofold question raised. Let us look first to S. Cyril. 

The doctrine which, in the language of divines, suggested origi- 
nally by Cyril himself, is called that of tiie ** Hypostatic" or Personal 
** Union," can be stated quite simply, and brought home to the con- 
sciousness of ordinary Christians, to whom *' dogmatic technicalities" 
are uncongemal or unknown. In fact, they repeatedly, or even ha- 
bitually, state it with their own lips. For instance, when they join 
in what may be called our national Christmas hymn, and lift up their 
hearts in the exulting stanza, 

" Christ, by highest heaven adored, 
Christ, the EveriasUng Lord, 
Late in time behokl Him come. 
Offspring of a Virgbi*s womb," 

Charles Wesley is teaching them to say just what S. Cyril would 
have had them say, if tiiey liad lived in his time, and attended his 

I Thus we find him literally repro- parallels in the works of ** glorious 
dadng 8. Athanasius* words, doubt- fathers." For Theodore see a re- 
less with an allosbn to Nestorianism. markable article in Church Quarterly 
■* The Word of God became Man ; He Reriew for October, 1875 : but com- 
did not come into a man, as in the pare a sterner view of him in Christ. 
case of the prophets." Hiesaunis, Remembr. July, 1851. Domer, in 
p. 232. Cp. Ep. Epkt. 2. his ** Person of Christ," considers that 

" In 438 Cyril writes that In the Theodore's Christology was determin- 

Syrian diurches the people cried out, ed by hb wish to provide for a ** free 

** Success to the faith of Theodore: moral development" in the Sariour's 

we believe as he did." Eplst. p. 197. manhood: for which reason he suppo- 

See p. 193 for a synodical letter of sed a spedBcally close alliance between 

John of Antioch, admitting that Theo- the Dirine Word and Jesus as a hu* 

dore used some ambigucms express- man person. This mifht, he said, be 

ieoa, but pleadhig that these had called a anioo, but oiuy as Bsarriage 
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ftervicei in the ** CiBatreum** of Alexandria. Thej are aaj^n^ in 
▼cree, — and yene has no privilege in pretence of Uie Third Com* 
maiidment, — what he meant by inditing on Theotoooa aa an aoea- 
rate title for the Mother of tlie Emnumuel. But moreoro'v in every 
act of worship addressed to Jesus Christ* the doctrine is logioilly 
presupiMwed. For to adore Him implies that He is God ; tlmt Ha 
18 not a man who beyond all other men has been penetrated by a 
Divine spirit, or realised a Divine fellowsliip, or represented the 
Divine idea of humanity, but simply and literally that He is Himself 
God, the Eternal Son and Word, who has become Man ; so that He 
who was bom of Mary, was crucified, rose again, ascended into 
heaven, is the same ** He** who in the beginning was with God and 
was God ; and it is the Second Person of the Holy Trinity who has 
actually entered into Uie sphere of a human life, taken into union 
witli His very self a human soul and human body, and thus fiur be- 
come in all things like unto us, rin only excepted. The ** Ego,** so 
to speak, of Jesus is that which could say, ** Before Abraham was, I 
am." Or, to put it otherwise. Scripture and the original Christian 
faith teach that '* Jesus Christ is God.** Now here the predicate 
cannot, with due regard to the whole current of Scriptural tlielogy, 
be taken in a lax sense for an image or delegate of God, or one wiio 
was preeminently ** godlilce*' in character. And the copula cannot 
be taken to mean ** represents," ** is the chief agent of," ** b in 
closest sympathy with," &c. ; for such glosses fall short of the require- 
mcnts of Scriptural Christology as a whole. Both words, then, 
must be taken simply. Therefore Jesus Christ is Himself God, 
that same Divine Son and Word who was from eternity in tlie bosom 
of the Father ; He is that Son as manifested in flesh, as having taken 
on Himself a true liumanity. This is tlie doctrine of the '* Hypos- 
tatic Union :" this is what, in the fifth century, was condensed into 
the phrase " One Christ." We may vary the terms in which we 
state it: we may present it to the devout imagination under those 
stirring and touching antitheses by which devout minds in various 
ages have striven to set fortli the stupendousness of the Dirine con* 



U a union : and John 1.14 was not cess, that He should have faXien under 
to be taken '* too strictly.'* On this temptation. For if this was not pot- 
view, Jesus, Mng guided from tlie siblc, then neither was it possible to 
very dawn of life by the indwellingf establish that parity for which Tbeo. 
Word, easily advanced to hifi^hcr and dore had sacrificed so much of the 
yet higlier moral attainments, &c faith. Extracts from Tlieodore*8 writ* 
But in order to make His ''develop- in;^ are preserved in the acts of the 
meut" entirely analogous to tliat of Fifth General Council, and in Leon- 
men, Theodore would have had to tius c. Nest, et Eutvdi. lib. 8. Dk»- 
take a further step, and admit that it dore of Tarsus held similar views, 
was in fact potsibie, during the pro- tee Cyril, Episllcs, p. 135. 
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dcscenrion*; we may trj to think out some of wliat Moxley calls its 
** inesbanatible logical contents,** to follow out the *' explanatory de- 
Telopments*" which hare elicited them in detail: we may transcribe 
and repeat what Hooker P and Pearson 4 have written in comment on 
tiie formularies of the Coundlsy or on the texts which exemplify "the 
interdiange of properties ;" we may say, in words sdU dear to many % 
^ God became Man, yet still was God, having His Manhood as an 
adjoncly perfect in its kind, but dependent upon Hu Godhead . • • 
He was Man because He had our human nature wholly and perfectly ; 
but though Man, He was not, strictly speaking, in the English sense 
of the word, a man : not • • • one out of a number ; Hb Person 
is not human like ours, but Divine • • • All that is necessary to con- 
stitute a perfect manhood is attached to His eternal Person abso- 
lutely and entirely, belonging to Him as really and fully as His jus- 
tice, truth, or power :** or in tlic words of another", ** 'flie Person of 
the Son of Mary is divine and eternal : it b none other than the 
Person of tlie Word • • • . Christ's Manhood is not of itself an indi- 
vidual being ; it b not a seat and centre of personality ; it has no 
eonorivabte existence apart from the act whereby the Eternal Wonl, 
in becoming incarnate, called it into being and made it Hb own :" 
or with a German Protestant writer, " There was not a created hu- 
man nature in the sense of concrete subsistence (a man) ; for the 
Son of God was not united to a son of man, but became Man, as-* 
sumed the properties of the human form of existence ^" We may 
point out how this personal identity of God and Man in the Christ, 
whereby tlie *' Ego** in the Man of Sorrows was absolutely «>ne with 
that of Him who preexisted in the form of God, is a necessity of 
Hb character as a true Medbtor between God and man, who could 
^ by Hb hand upon both** in right of a twofold coessentiality : yet, 
after all, we feel that our best words are inadequate; they add nothing 
to, they can but ** in part" indicate, the substantial idea of the In- 
carnation, the truth that God became Man*, that ** our Lord Jesus 

. " Some hire been referred to tbore. Compare IVilberforce on the Incmr- 

p. 58. See also l>r. Pase/'t Sermons nation, p. 132, that our Lord's pcrson- 

Dom Advent to WhiUnntide, p. 69. allty must be one, and tbat it most 

• MoileyonTheoiyor Development, be resident in His Godhead, even as 
^ Itf* He Himself said, •« Before Abraham 
. 9 Hooker, E. P. v. c. 52. was, 1 am.'* 

« Pearson on Creed, (art. 4> voL i. > Ebrerd, quoted by Oosterzee, 

p. 824, ed. Burton. Image of Christ, p. 151. 

' Newman, Punoch. Sermons, vi. * MmIcv on Theory of Develop- 

61, 62, 65. Compare ib. ii. 32, •• He ment, p. 149. See also his E8saJ^ 

came, seleetlog and seUhig apart for ii. 118, where the manifesUtion of 

Himself the elements of body and soul, God through the imagery of human 

then uniting them to Himself from cliaracter in the Old Testament b 

their first origin of existence,** Ice viewed as a preparation for, and as 

• LkldoB, Bamp. Lect. p« 259. •* substantkled** by, •«tbat deeper 
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Christ, the Son of God, b God and Man,** that in Him, ** God and 
Mail 18 one Chrint.** To this idea, held faiit ai IMfinelj reraded, 
S. Cyril'ii mind was thoroughly deroted *, And he aaw it confronted 
hy anotlier idea, vet forth in the lermons of Nestoriua, arehbiahop 
of Constantinople. Neatorianitm, as Cyril knew it, came to tfab: 
that Jesus Christ was a man existing indiridualty lilce other men, 
witli a distinct human personality 7, but talcen into exceptional dote- 
ness of rehitionship to the Eternal Son, who dwelt in him as in a 
temple', used him as an instrument % wore him as a vesture \ was 
borne by him ^ admitted him to a share in His own titles, autliori^, 
and dignity ^, and in Ihu sense to a oneness with Him, which Nes* 

myKtery** wiierrby " God the Son . . . fore Abraham was, I am,** wm Ahnu 

rcveab hU rharncter, not through a liam't seed, (whereupon C>yrU says, 

mrtaiihorical hut through an actual '* You are diWtling anio, and TCfy 

manhood. Tlie human medium ia phtinly.**) Much oi hb kogiiagB 

now a m)'xteriou8 reality instead of a might hare been taken in a aonod 

Kymboliral expression ; and humanity sense ; but his real meaning was llliii. 

lias an absolute basis in theology trated by other paasaget, (^ his anso- 

which it had not before.*' dation with Tlieodore, (Epbt. |^ 197,) 

" l>»mcr, while considering tlmt and by his saying, **i wlu nerercaU 

Cyril was to blame for not sympa- a child of 2 or 3 montlis old tiod," 

thisiiig with the Antiochene school in Mansl, It. 1881. 
iti desire to define more clearly the " Nestoriua, lemu 1. 
reUtions of Divinity and Humanity in * Nest. serm. 9. 
the Christ, and that he did not bring ^ Nest. serm. 9, 4. 
out the "ethical** aspect of the In- « Cyr.adT.NesLL l.eomp. Anath. 

carnation, admits that he had **a far 5. Ice. See Dr. Posey's Two Sermons 

clearer perception of the reUglotu on Faith, p. 63. In another sense Nea- 

importance** of the question than Imd tortus used to say that the Word 

the Antiochenes, and was ** anxious '* bore*' the Man Jesus as a garment ; 

that (}od*s man'ellouR love manifested aA rhr ^opovrra r^r ^p^^fu^mw W^, 

in the Incarnation should not suffer quoteil in adv. Nest i. II. (Pusey, 

the leant diminution of its glory,** ii. p. Ii7.} 
1. CO, 73. 'See Nestoriiis in Cyril adr. Nest. 

T *l8(KMf, Cyr. Ep. ad Nest. 2; ii. 5. iii. 2, ap. Mercat. And the 
Expl. 2, 3, 4 ; adv. Orient. 8. 9, 11; creed called Theodore's, condemned 
adv. Tlieod. 4 ; i8i<]i, Expl. 12 ; adv. by Council of Ephesus, described the 
Orient. 3, 1 1 ; iu^ fi^pos, Ep. ad Nent. Alan Jesus as partner in the honoura 
3; Expl. 2, 8, 12; adv. Orient. 8; adv. of the Word, MansI, iv. 1349; see 
Tlieod. 4 : Ep. 1 ad Acac. Melit. i^k Cyril, Quod uniis sit Christus, (Pu.%ey, 
ti6yas, adv. Orient. 3, 8 ; Ep. 1 ad p. 3o4) ; and Ep. ad Nest. 2. 5, (l*u. 
Succensum (Epist. p. 136;) Kark iiiv- sey, p. 22,) ** Not that a man is slm- 
at itt Mpwwoif icol irtpov 6rra 6i^y, ply connected as by oneness of dignity 
adv. Orient. 3, so Quod onus sit or authority with Ood." So Expl. ^ 
Chrifttus, Pu8ey,p.372,373,&c. C<»m- 5 ; adv. Onent. 3. So de Recta Fide 
pare Nestorius* words, Man8l,iv. 1201, ad Arcad. c. 8, "Not holding His 
and his Sermons in Marius Mercator ; dig>nity 4¥ x^^'ros fiipu irol ivoKtip,** 
while disdaiming the idea of two The Fifth (Ecumenical Council oon- 
Sons, he says, '* Tlie Word of God is demns those who say that tlie union 
called Christ because He has a conti- was by grace, operation, equality of 
nuous connection with the Clirwt.** honour, authority . . . power, fcood 
•• liCt us reverence that man who by will, or identity of names ; and affirms 
the Divine connection is adored to- it to be a union by way of combina- 
grether with God." And ap. Cyr. adv. tion (jiriyBtcip) or hypostasis, so that 
Nest. iii. 3, that He who was yester- both confusion and division are ex- 
day and today, not He who said, ** Be. eluded, Anath. 4. So Damascene 
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What Nesiorianism involved. 



tofiof mually expressed bj the term oW^cca, oonnecdon or com- 
bination*. Thus, howerer Nestoriui might disclaim the idea of two 
Soot', or gpealc.with profound reference of Jesus, or admit the term 
TbeoCooot in a sense >, or seem to be only " distinguishing the na- 
ttueSy'* still in his Tiew there stretched between tlie Son of God and 
the Son of Mary a gap not to be bridged over. It could not be said 
of Jesos that in him the ** self was DiTine ; but only that he was 
the human agent of redemption, the human medium of a Christian 
Tbeophany* The connection between Him and the Eternal Son was 
thus, as Cyril called it, <rxrruci\ that is, non-essential or accidental, 
and was therefore '* gusdem generis" with that which linked saints 
and prophets ', (not to say all baptized Christians *<,) to Him who 
in so many ways drawM His senrants into fellowship with Himself. 
Christ, In short, was but the supreme instance of moral intimacy be- 
tween holy men and God. As Arian magniloquence in praise of '* the 
8on'** could not veil the fact that He was regarded as, so to spealc, 
a loftier archangel, so in this case, to adorn the ** associated " Christ 
with names belonging of right to the true Son of God (for Nestorius 
was quite free from Arian riews of the Sonship, as from Photiuian 
Tiews of the Word) could not avert the inference, " Christ, then, with 
you, is the chief of saints, and nothing more." Another result fol- 
lowed, which seemed like an echo of the Arian controrersy. Arians 



cxdadci an union of dumicter, dig* 
nity, unanimity, joint lionour, joint 
name, Itc de Fid. Orth. iii. 3: and 
Aquinas, an union by indwelling, af- 
fection, operation, dlii^ity, inter- 
change of titles. Sum. 3. 2. 6. 

* Nestorini aclcnowlcdged a " com- 
plete abiding om^c to,** adT. Nest. ii. 
7. See Ep. ad Nest. 3. 5, •« We re- 
ject the term ^wJi^ta as inadequate ; ** 
and Explan. 2, 3, 5, 11. In Quod 
onus sit Christus, (Piisey, p. 860,) 
Cyril says that this ** term might de- 
soribe the reUtions of pupil to teacher, 
of agent to principal** On the Stoics' 
distinction between ffM»«'ir, as apply- 
ing to tlie constituents, e.g. of a 
(mt, and om^c m as applying, e. g. 
to clialns or houses, see Zeiler's Stoics 
Ac. transL Reichei, p. 101. 

' Cyril quotes an ingenious attempt 
of Nestorius to charge him with hold- 
ing ** two Sons,** meaning, two nati- 
Tities of IA« Son, adT. Nest. i. 3. H« 
said also, ** We do not hold two Sons: 
there is not with us iXkot md tXAoi,** 
lb.lLft. So hi Serm. i, (Dec, 430.) 

f In his Arst sermon Im spoke of 
TheotocM as heathenish: hUcr, re- 



membering probably how Athanasins 
as well as others had used it, he said 
he would agree to use it if Anthropo- 
tocos mifflit be used too. 

^ E.g. Ep. ad Nest. 8. 6 ; adT. Nent. 
1. 1, ii. I : adr. Theod. 1, 3. Tlie 
Stoics called non-essential qnalities 
^X^ffut, Zeiler's Stoics, &c. p. 100. 

I Comp. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 4 ; Expl. 
5; adT. Orient. 9, adT. Theod. 1. 5. 
In Quod unus sit Christus, (Pusey, 
p. 360,) Cyril says that ** tr^p^t rif 
might hare avr^tm with Ood, as be- 
ing linlced to Him tlmiugh rirtue and 
sanctification." So Manus Mercator 
(ed. Balus. p. 146) that Nestorius, 
when he did speak of *' unk>n," used 
it in tlie sense in which Christians are 
as one. Theodore had endeavoured 
to make out a difference between the 
Divine indwelling In Jesus and tliat 
in other holy men. **The whole be- 
ing" of Jesus was united (in that 
sense) to God (Galknd. ail 69S.) 
But thb was cleariy a mere diffcreaoe 
of def^ee. 

>> Adv. Nest. IL 8. SchoL 18. 

I See Newman's Arians, p. 84(L 
Ath. Treat. IL 36. ed. 9. 
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had been taxed with idolatry on thdr own prindplef ; for thcj wor- 
sliipped the Son, while regarding Him as a creature *• Neatorians 
upoke of worshipping tlie Son of Mary along inth, or on aeoouut of, 
the Son of God *, on tlie ground of a partition of dignity i and Cyril 
liftd to remind them tliat association could not eonstituta adorable- 
ncM, and tliat the God of Cliristians was the same who of old had 
said, '* I will not give My glory to another*." 

llie first stage of the controversy extended from the end of 338 to 
the August of 330. Cyril wrote much during this period,— a letter 
*' to tlie Monks," a first letter to Nestorius, perhaps his notes or 
** Scliolia *' on tlie Incarnation, — three treatises addressed to Theodo« 
MU9 II. and to.the jirincesses of the imperial house, Areadw, Mariiia, 
Pulcheria and Eudoda ; above all, that second letter to Nestorius 
which received such especial and emphatic acceiiCanoe from (Ecu- 
menical Councils P. He was in correspondence with Celesdne, bishop 
of Home, to whom, about April in 430, he put the momentous ques- 
tion whether one who was teaching downright heresy from the chair 
of Constantinople could be retained in the communion of Ushope 
who held the right faith. Some months elapsed before Celestine 
could hold a synod; at Ust, on Aug. 10 or 11, he laid the eW- 
dcnce before his neighbour prelates, and Nestorius was pronounced 
to have taught heresy. Celestine forthwith wrote to Cyril % direct* 
ing him to "join the authority of the lioman See to his own,** and 
to signify to Nestorius that " unless a written retractation were execu- 
ted witliin ten days, giving assurance of his acceptance of the fiuth 
as to ' Christ our God ' which was held by the churches of Home 
and Alexandria, be would be excluded from the communion of 
" those churches, and ' provision ' would be made by them for the 
'* church of Constantinople," i. e. by the appointment of an orthodox 

" Ad Adelph. 8. Basil, Ep. 24.3. on account of tho ' connection' with 

■■ See adv. Nest. U. 10, fioAAoi' 8) Godcalls that which was seen Dirine.** 

avfiwpovKvyut, cp. Anath. 8. Ep. od So tliat ** God blessed for ever" was 

Nest. 2, &c. to be a title assigned to the Man Jesus 

* See Cyril, Quod unus sit Christus, because God specially dwelt in Him. 

(l*UM!y, p.d58,3(>3,4l0.) Comp. adv. And he proceeded to quote** I have 

Neat. ii. 13, ** How can you pretend made thee a g^ to Pliarooh,** oi if 

to honour with the same worship rk Chrbt*s relation to Ood was but dis- 

ivrui &\A^\oir aviffo^vrit and which ferent in degree from that of Moics. 

ore separated in their very essence by Mansi, iv. 1200, Cyril adv. Nest. ii. 3. 

a ditrerence which admits of no com- ' The letter beginning Kora^vo. 

imrisou?" See Domer, Person of poDtf-^^obloquuntur,*' written early in 

Christ, ii. 1. 59, 27., representing Cy- 430, (Pusey, p. 2.) After it was read 

rii*8 argument, '* A God somewhat in the CouncU of Epbesus, bishop after 

resembling God would be 0«bs ^«u8w- bishop, in varying terms, expressed 

mz/iot." Nestorius showed Ids laxity his agreement with it, Mansi, iv. 1139 

of thought OS this supreme point by —1169. 

interpreting Rom. 9. 5 thus, *' Ho « Mansi, ir. lOlK. Cf. Christ. Re* 

first acknowledges the man, and then memb. April 1855, p. 425. 
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136 Third Letter to Nestoriui. 

bishop. Had Cyril been as Tiolent and imperious as he is often 
represented, he would not hare deferred by a single day the carrying 
oat of those instructions : whereas he waited all through September 
and October until he could assemble his suffragans — usually reckoned 
as nearly a hundred in number, — and then he wrote a third letter to 
Nestorius^ This Synodical document, which begins by a reference 
to the ** express words of our Saviour," *' He that loveth father or 
mother more than Me, is not worthy of Me,'* peremptorily called on 
Nestorius, who was still addressed as a " most pious and devout fel* 
low-minister,** to " give up his perverse doctrines, and adopt in place 
of them the right faith,''— and not merely to declare his adhesion 
to the Nicene Creed % but expressly to anathematize his own *' pro- 
fane dogmas " according to a series of ardcles subjoined to the let- 
ter, but introduced by a long and elaborate exposition of doctrine, in 
which, as in the ** second letter " of the preceding year S care was 
taken to brand as heterodox those very positions of the ApoUinarian 
school against which Nestorius professed to be contending, — e. g. 
that the flesh of Christ had been formed out of the Godhead, that 
the Godhead was in this respect passible, tliat Christ had not a ra- 

' See It In Pniey't edition, p. 13 ; of Nlcoptrfii requested that it miglit 

Mansi, iv. 1067. It wu read at Ephe- be brouglit forward, i. e. in order that 

suSy bat no aodamaUons are recorded, Leo*t Tome miglit be compared with 

ib.1130; but the Council in iU *' roe- It also. In the fourth session the 

morial to the Emperor*' says that it Tome was solemnly accepted, tliree 

has compared *' CytiVs epbtle« about bisliops saying, inter alia, that it was 

the faith'* with the Nicene Creed, in harmony with the **epi8tle#'* of 

and found tlicm to be in accordance Cyril ; but as one of these was Tlieo- 

with it, ib. 1237. In the letter to (^e- doret, the reference Is clearly to the 

lestine the phrase b not 4wtero\iit second epistle and the epistle to John, 

(which, howerer, might mean only Mansi, rli. 20. Several others speak 

one letter) but ypdfifiaTttt ib. 1332. of Cyril's '* epistle," i. e. the second 

The ** Eastern " party in their second to Nestorius. It was therefore a mis- 

petition to Theodosius say that Cyril's take as to fact when the Fifth Ge» 

party (the Council) confirmed in wri- neral Council, in 550, asserted that 

ting the beretical**articlcs" (of Cyril), the Council of Clmlcedon had accept- 

ib. 403. At the end of the first session ed ** Cyril's synodical epistles, to one 

of Cbakedon the imperial commission- of which tlie 12 articles were append. 

ers announced that their master ad- ed," Mansi, ix. 341. SeeNeale, Hist, 

bered to Cyril's '* two canonical let- Alex. 1. 252. 

ten, those which were confirmed in • Tliat is, tlie Creed as framed at 

the first Council of fiphesus," Mansi, Niciea, not as afterwards reirised. Cy- 

vL 037. But in the second session, ril did not rooornise the Council of 

the letters of Cyril which the archdea- Constantinople (A. D. 881.) 
con of Constantiople read, and the > **Not as if God the Word in 

Conndl heard with acclamations, were His own nature endured beatings or 

the second letter to Nestorius and the piercings, &c" ** Not that, as ur as 

epistle to John of Antioch or letter of His own nature was concerned. He 

reunion, written In the spring of 433, experienced death, for it were insane 

lb. tL 960. Thus the third epistle to to think thuss but that ... it was 

Nestorius, with the appended **arti. HU flesh that tasted death." Comp. 

cles,"was significantly passed orer. Athan. Ep. Epict. 6x c. ApolUn. L 

But at the cod of the session Attkoi 11,18. 
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tional Roul, that, in shorty He was not in a true sense Man\ Hen 
followed the memorable Articles, or Anath cmaUs ms^ twelfo in warn* 
her. To propose to a person suspected of heresy a test conposcd 
of anathemas afpiinst tlie opinions which he was beliered to enter* 
tain and was summoned to renounce, will probably not appear to «s 
the best method of winning him over. But TiUemont holda tlial 
some of the anathematisms in the formuUiy sent by Damasns to 
Paulinus were intended as a test for AHtalis'* And in the word- 
ing of his ** Articles,'* Cyril had not only adopted the stringent 
and, to many minds, provocatiTe form of " anathematisni,** but 
had bid exdusire stress on that aspect of the doctrine of Uie In- 
carnation in regard to which Nestorius was in error. He liad a 
good right to presume tliat tlie ArUcles would be read in cloee 
connection with the letter 3^, in which, as has been said, the otiier 
aspect of the mystery was so recognised as to keep the balance 
tolerably straight. Unfortunately, tlie Articles were taken liy tliem- 
selves, and read as if they expressed the whole of Cyril's belief on 
the subject. The result was nothing short of a calamity. An oat- 
cry against *' CyriPs ApoUinarianism " was nused in the itxj quarter 
where it was so important to win substantial assent. John, ardi- 
biKhop of Antioch, who was personally friendly to Nestorius, hail so 
far acquiesced in Celestine*s notification of the ** ultimatumy" as to 
write to the archbishop of Constantinople, with the express assent of 
Theodoret and five other bishops of his patriarchate, a letter whidi 
TiUemont describes as " tr^s belle, tr^ bien fiiite, et trte digne de In 
reputation qu' arait ce pr^lat *," and in which he exhorted Nestoriua 

« Ep. ad Nest. 3. 3, 4. 7. That flesh received by lu as life. 

« Tlirmlorct, v. 11 : TiUemont, vii. givinf^. (Art. 11.) 

G19. The 6th of those anathema. 8. Words of Christ, relatinf( to God. 

t'lMus anticipates and summarises the head or Manhood, are words of One 

(!}Tillinc series, ** We anathematise Person. (Art. 4.) 

thiKU! wlio affirm that there arc two 9. He Himself became our llifch 

Sons," &c. The 14th is the orif^nal Priest. (Art. 10.) 

of Cyril's 12th. 10. Tlio Spirit's relation to Him b 

r The Articles, all but one, are found- not exterior. f Art, 9.) 

ed on passages in tlie letter; hut tlie 11. ** Theotocos." (Art. 1.) 

onlnr of the points taken is different. The 7th Art. is not a condensation 

Tliat in the lotter b as follows — of any passap^e in tlie letter. 

1. Hypostatic union, i.e. one Christ. ■ Tillemont, xlv. 454. See the letter 

(Art. 3.) in Mansi, iv. lOGl. It is of consider- 

2. Chrbt not a God-bearinpf man. able importance, for it fully bears out 

(Art. 5.) Cyril's doctrinal contention. ** If wo 

3. '* Connection " an inadequate do not accept what the term signifiea* 
idea. (Art. 3.) we are fo^tly in error, or rather 

4. Tlie Word not ** liord*' of Christ we imperil our belief in the ineffable 
OS if of a distinct person. (Art. 6.) * economy ' of the Only.begotten 8oo* 

5. '* One adoration." (Art. 8.) For it will follow at once . . • tliat 

6. He suffered in flesh which was He who undertook the ineffable ceo* 
Hb own. (Art. 19.) nomy for our lakci it not God, and 
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to gife up hif objecdons to the term ^ Tbeotoeoe,'* seeing that the 
tnie teiMe of that term was part of the Church's fiith. But when 
ho read the twelve Articles, which Nestorius sent to him apart from 
the ** third letter," he was shocked with what appeared to him a de- 
cided affinity to the heresy of Apollinaris^ He desired Andrew, 
bishop of Samosata, to confute them ; and Andrew produced a criti« 
cjsm which was published in the name of the ** Eastern " Bishops. 
But he applied to a more accomplished controrerrialist in the person 
of Tbeodoret, who undertook the task, and sent back to John his 
obsenrations on the Articles, with a letter prefixed, in which he pro- 
feaed to think it possible that some ** enemy of the truth " had been 
nlaadng Cyril's name. Cyril's expectadon of a summary settlement 
of the quesdon had been baffled by the imperial summons of a Gene- 
rml Council, which necessarily suspended all proceedings ai^unst 
Nestorius : and he employed himself, during the earlier part of 431, 
in replying to Andrew and to Tbeodoret^, and in writing his ** Re- 
futation ** of Nestorius in five books. Even when tlie Council met 
at Ephesus, and condemned Nestorius on the 22nd of June, it ex- 
pressed no opinion on the merits of the twelve Articles; and Cyril, 
while undergoing detention at Ephesus during tlie haraming period 
which followed on the close of the Council's work, yielded to the 
request of friends that he would write a further ** ExpUnation " of 
hbi Articles. From these documents we can form a correct notion 
of the olrjections taken, and of the replies offered,-»a8 follows. 

Anath. I. ** If any one.does not acknowledge that the Emmanuel 
is very God, and therefore the Holy Virgin is God*s Mother (Tlieo- 
toeos)— , for she bore, in fleshly manner (frapKiKwi) that Word from 
God who became flesh ; let him be anatliema ^" 

that God the Word did not, bv lower- TantAfr^oiis, though It might not be 

lag (lit. emptying) Hfantdf into the agreeable." 

IbnB of a ■enrant, exhibit in our in- * He afterwards wrote to Tlicodo- 

tcrett an nnmakably Tait benifrnlty tlni H. that Acactut bisliop of Berosa 

(f<A«y#pMr(«9) ; whereat the Divine (an old man, once the enemy of 

Sc riptui e i ffi^e ot the ttronicvvt as- 8. Chrysostom) thought the articles 

■onmee of tliat benignity when they Apollinariain, Msnsi, y. 782. In 432 

aiicrt that the coetemal and Only- he wrote to Cyril that at flrst he 

begotten Son of God, who was before could not l>eUeTe them to be his, ib. 

the ages, condescended to be bom of 857. See too Theod. Eplst. 1 19, that 

a Viigin, Arctffir." John holds Nes- John denounced them as Apollin]irian, 

torioB responsible for the stirring up ** before we went to Ephesus." 
of the eontrorersyt he presumes that ^ See the Apoloi^es "adr. Orien- 

hb meaninfT Is orthodox: lie admits tales" and "ady. Theodoretum " in 

that CeiestUie's alkmance of '* ten P. E. Pusey's edition of the Cjrilline 

dafi" is scanty, but adds, **yet the writings raatinff to the Council of 

thug tan be done In one day, or eren Ephesus, pp. 261 ff. 384 if. A Lstin 

la a few boan," if Ncitorius would Tenion is giren br Marius Mercator. 
eso s a k with soaae tme friends who * It was for the sake of the Son 

eaaM finedytcn Un "what wasad. that Cyril emphasiied this title of the 
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To tliis it was objected (1) that ''in fleshly manntf" was ineon- 
sistent with the Virginal Nativity ; (8) that the phrase might 
a change of the Word into flesh ; (3) that if John 1. 14 were 
too rigorously, the texts which describe Christ as ** made sin,** or 
** made a curse," would hare to be pressed as far*. These wcr« 
Andrew*8 objections on the part of ** Eastern bishops.** TheodoreC, 
for his part, said in effect, (4) God the Word could undergo no 
change : He did not actually become flesh. He assumed flesh ani« 
mated and with a rational soul ; therefore He was not by nature bom 
of the Virgin, but was present with and united to her Child* and it la 
in this sense that the term Theotocos b orthodox*. 

Cyril answered (1) that his language fully reoogdsed the ndraen- 

lousuess of the Nadvity ; (2) tluit the Union, as he oonedved of it, in- 

▼olfed no confusion ', and that the term Theotocos did not mean 

Motlier of the Word as God, but guarded the truth that Mary^ Son 

was God Incarnate ; (3) that the texts as to rin and a curse were 

not parallel to John 1. 14, for they could only mean that Christ was 

reckoned as among simiers, or called accursed. He adduced pes* 

sages from Peter of Alexandria, from Atlianasius, e. g. one from e. 8 

of Athanasius' letter to Epictetus, and from Amphilochius of Ioo« 

Ilium. (4) He contended that Theodoret's position was ambiguous t 

that it was admitted on all hands that the Incarnation invoWed no 

change in God, and tliat the Word really became man, while oontinu* 

ing to be God. Therefore the term Theotocos was orthodox, while 

the term Anthropotocos was sufierfluous t. He added that Theodo- 

ret must, from his own words, be regarded as holding a real Union, 

In \m " Explanation" he urges that the Nicene Creed implied an 

ineffable Union without any " change " or ^ confusion : ** and that 

''Theotocos" was necessary in order to guard the true sense of 

" Emmanuel." 

Mother, which does not appear in the man. (Balux. p. 143.) 

second Cp. to Nest, until close to the ' Compare Nestorius, Sermon 4, 

end, and which is the subject of the in Mercator. (Balux. p. 81.) Athana- 

1 1 th section of the third Ep. to which sius interprets those texts to mean 

the Articles are appended. In both that Christ took on Him the curse, 

cases we find the needful caveat, — and bore our sins, Orat. c. Ari. U. 47. 

** not that the Word's nature or God- * This was quoted as Neatorianli- 

head had its origin *' from the Vir- ing language in the Fifth General 

gin,'* or ** from flesh.'* Nestorius, in Council, Mansi, ix. 21K). 

the first of his counter-anatliemas, ' In his letter on the Hoi/ Symbol, 

preserved in Latin b/ Marius Mer- EpUt. p. 181, he excludes not only 

cator, condemns those who call the fusion or blending, but ** what some 

Emmanuel God the Word, &c. On talk of as wwovvlmciv ...**" It Is im- 

this shewing, says Mercator, **God possible.'* 

the Word did not dwell among us :" v Alexander of Hierapolb demand- 

and what becomes of the name Em- ed that Tlieotocos should ne%'«r bo 

manuel ? It suggests a present God : used without Anthrupotocoa. Mansi. 

but it if turned into the title of a y. 875. 
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Aiuith. 11. ** If any odo does nol acknowledge thai Uie Word from 
God the Father has been united hypostatlcally {itaff vvofrra<rcy) with 
flesh, and that He b one Christ wiUi His own flesh, that Is, the same 
Ml oiiee God and man ; let him be anathema K** 

The Easterns do not comment on this ; but Theodoret practically 
asks, ** What does union by hypostans mean ? I suspect it is the no- 
tion of ** fusion ** in disguise '•" Cyril answers that Ncstorianism has 
made the new phrase necessary : and that it means idmply that there 
is one Christ, God and Man, — ^wbich truth, he adds, Theodoret him- 
self holds. In his ** Exphmation " he gives the same account. 

Anath. III. ** If any one dirides the Hypostases alter the Union, 
in regard to the one Christ, connecting them by a mere connection 
(mm^l^) of dignity or authority or power, instead of a meeting by 
* natural ' union ; let him be anathema ^•'* 

It was objected by " the Easterns ** that (I) Cyril in his first work > 
<Mi the oontroTersy liad appeared to recognise "two hypostases :" that 
(2) to csll the Union natural was to deny its supernatural character, 
to make it a mere result of physical law. (3) Theodoret objected 
that there was no real opposition between ** connection " and ^ meet- 
ing : ** (4) that ^ natural " implied necessity : (5) tliat " hypostasis" 
meant ** nature," " and as we may say** two natures'* in man, there 
eould be no harm in ^'diriding tlie hypostases " in tlie Christ. 

Cyril answers tliat (1) tliere is no inconsistency between his earlier 
and later language: he recognizes a distinction between tlie Godhead 
and the Manhood ; what he has to insist on is the unity of the subject 
or Person : (2) by *' natural " lie means *' real," and Nestorius by asser- 
ting a community of honour between the Word and the CImst has 
made it necessary for him to assert an unity. An allusion to Apol- 

^ Thii obiection to the phrase " by. union ! Bains, p. 147. 

Cistatie union " was quoted against >> Cf. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 4, 5, that to 

m in the Fifth CounoL MansI, ix. talk of sudi a connection Is ircro^Wa 

S90. and nothing else. Nestorius* ana. 

* The sense of itmlf Imi^ru/riv thema shews how desirous he was of 

leems to be, in His very actual self, securing the idea that the tie between 

in Hb true personal being. See Art. God and nan in Ciirist involves no 

3, against a duality of ''hypostases" confusion. But he speala (in Ian. 

in the Christ, and above in the Epis- gua^e, it must be said, which of itself 

tie, ^»90riffu #"?••• vtwapKuiiirTf, might bear a sound sense) of ** the 

and also adv. Theod. 9. Such a *' by- man assumed by the Word : " he still 

postatic onion *' b grounded on the alms, says Mercator, at Inringing in 

pmositioii. There u but One Son. the one Son by nature, and another 

In kU anatbensa Nestorius condemn. Unlced to Him by association, wlio is 

ed any who said that the eombination not to be called either Son or Qod, 

of Ood tlie Word with flesh involved except by Action, 

a local chance of the Dirine essence, ' Ep. to the Monks, c 15. p. 11. 

or an extension of the flesh to take In ■ See the Tome, c 6i ad Afros, 4. 

Ood, Ac. Mercator remarks, <*As if In his ** DUlognes ** Theodoret makes 

iktU fbUowed" from the hypostatic hypostasis mean person. 
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liiuuianiinn in the Easterns' remarks be meets full in front : ** With 
tlie doctrines of Apollinaris we hare no concern wliaterer*** (3) He 
cliarges Theodoret with uttering a truism ; (4) repeats liis explanation 
of " natural union,** and sets aside as frivolous the attempt to make 
^ natural ** mean ** necessary.** His object, he sajs, b to exclude 
such a so-called union as is merely acddental and moral. (5) As for 
the analog of soul and flesh in man, Theodoret would not separate 
them in the concrete ■ : and it is agreed on both sides that abstract* 
cdly Godhead and Manhood stand apart Similarly, in the Explane* 
tion, he repeats that an assodation between a Dirine and a human 
person is not an Incarnation of the one Son of God* 

Anatl). IV. " If any one assigns to two Persons or hypostases the 
cxprcsHions in tlie Gospels and Apostolic writings, used either of 
Christ by tlie saints, or by Christ of Himself, and refers tlie one aet 
to a man considered by himself apart from the Word who is from 
God, and the other set, as appropriate to the Dirinity, to the Word • 
who is from God the Father; let him lie aiuUliema*. 

" We also believe,*' says Andrew in effect, ** in the completeness 
and inseparableness of tlie Union : but we object to any confiunon 
or want of distinction, between tlie properties of Godhead and 
Manhood, — it tends to an Arian debasement of the former." Tlieo- 
doret takes tlie same line, and insists that such sayings ** as Ndtlier 
the Son," *' If it be possible, let tliis cup pass away,** ^Save Me 
from this hour,*' *' Why hast thou forsaken Me ? ** could not be as- 
cribed to God the Word p. Cyril replies tliat Ncstorius denounced 
*' Thcotocos" as an Apollinarian symbol, equivalent to " Mother of 
the Godhead," and that, as tlic Easterns really held tlie Personal 
Union, they ought not to complain of a phrase whicli simply as- 
sumed it; they were making out differences which did not exist. 
For himself, he fully admits that some Scriptural sayings were ap- 
propriate to the Divinity, others to the Hummiity, and Christ, as 
God and Man, spoke now Divinely, now humanly ; but what he iu- 

* This anolop^ is recognised by Cyril distinction of words relating to Diri. 
in his first letter to Succensus, liis nity and to liuinanity (as did the 
letter to Valerian, and in hb Scliolia, ** Antiodienes " in the formulary of 
8, 27, where he remarks tliat it must union,) was not to distribute them 
not be regarded as perfect. See below, between the Word and a human in- 
on Theod. Dial. ii. Cyril clearly dividual, and so to incur tlib anatho- 
means, not that soul and flesh are ma. Tlie Nesturian anathema virtu- 
blended in man, but that they oonstl- alljr charged him with applying these 
tute one man. texts to "one nature," and tlius at. 

* Here np^cAvoit occurs, clearly in tributing suflferings to the Word in 
ita ecclesUstical sense. Thb article b Godhead both in flesh and in Godhead. 
referred to by Cyril in Epbt. p. UC, ' Cited as heterodox in the Fifth 
147. He exphdnt that to own the General Council, Mansi, Ix. 290. 

U 
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dsted was that both sets of sayings belong to the one Christ 4. 
(This passageof itself would show how he came to accept the Ando- 
chene formulary of reunion in 433, which concludes by recognizing a 
distinction between the sayings respecting the Lord, £p. ad Joan.) 
He adds some quotations, one being from Atdcus, late bishop of 
Constantinople % on the antitheses of the Incarnation. (2) He re- 
monstrates with Theodoret for misstating his meaning. I deny, 
he says, all fuAon ; I disdnguish eren between words of Divine and 
of human tone. What I plead for b that whether He spoke in 
majesty or in humility, it was. the one Christ who spoke. Since the 
Word became Man, instead of linking Himself to a man, why should 
He not speak as Man ? The text *' Neither the Son," means tliat 
the Word, as Man, " appropriates** to Himself hunum limitations of 
knowledge % just as He submitted humanly to the human sensations 
of hunger and weariness. (Tlie expression, " appropriates econo- 
mically,** here means that He made such limitations His own in ac- 
cordance with the conditions of His self-humiliadon.) It is to the 
Word, but to the Word in His humiliation, or "self-emptying,** tlmt 
one must attribute the deprecations and cries of distress ^ In the 
Exphuiation of this Article, Cyril summarises this answer, and withal 
shews that, like Eastern Fathers in general, he interpreted ovx d^nray 
fiw i7yi{craro to c2ku lira 0cf in Piiil. 2. 6 as referring to the self- 
humilMtion *, for after citing it, he adds, ** but rather He lowered 
Himself to a voluntary emptying.** 

Anath. V. ** If any one dares to say that Christ is a man carrying 
God (0co^pov), and not rather that He is God in truth, as being 
One Son and (Son) by nature, in that tiie Word became flesh, and was 
partaker like ourselves in blood and flesh; let him be anaUiema.** 

< See below, p. 174. • Compare Cyril, Quod unus sit 

» Pot Atticus see Soc viL 2, 25. Cbristus, Pusey, pp. 373, 411. Evi- 

• Comp. Athan. Orat, c Arian. ill. dently he undentood the clause as, 
49 ff. Id hU Thesaurus, pp.219, 220, •« did not insUt ou remaining, as He 
Cyril gives this expUuiation, but with might have done, in the enjoyment 
it also another to the effect that He of His coequaltty, but consented to 
did, even as Man, know, but kyihtuw assume, by tc^v^cit, tlie form of a ser- 
tfn^w olKOPOfuKmu vant, he,*' This b what was meant 

• So, ad Pulcheriam 65 (Pusey, p. by the six Bishops who wrote to 
827) he treaU these expressions as the Paul of Samoaata, wlien they said 
utterance of the *' rational soul *» in that Christ emptied Himself kwh rov 
Christ: hi the Thesaurus, p. 233, he cfMu tatt e«^. So Theodoret com. 
gives two expUnations ; (1) as in the menU, ** Being Ood, and Ood by na. 
text, that His " flesh " really shrank ture, and baring equ-Jity with the 
from suffering, and even that unless Father, He did not deem this a great 
He had feared, nature would not have thing ... but conceded His dignity, 
been deUvered from fear; (2) another and chose the extremity of humilia- 
whkh b too unreal to be reverential, tion, and took on Him a human form 
that He spoke thus In order to ... wf# moh : for the assumed nature 
show that He was man. was this : He was not this, but was 
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The word Tlieoplioroe had been applied bj Nestoriua to Jenis 
garded as a man, a human individual. Theodoret claimed S. Banl*s 
authoritjT for it'; and alio, hj an "^iftnorado elenchi,** urged that 
Heb. 2. 14 was inoompatible with any chanf^e of Godhead into fleslu 
Cyril reiterates his disclaimer of such a notion, and points out that 
Theophoros b a title fit for any holy man, in whom God ^dweHay;** 
that in fact it suggests a relation identical in kind with the rehitioD be- 
tween Him and all true Christians. He adds another caveat against 
Apollinarianism ; — ** Flesh, I mean, not soulless nor mindless, but pos- 
sessing a soul and a mind.** The Easterns pass over thb and the next 
A rticle. The Exphuiation concludes witli the words, ** They then who 
dare to say that He is a man carrying God, and not rather God wlio 
luM become man, necessarily incur tlie aforesaid anathemadsm.** 

Anath. V'l. *' If any one says that the Word, who is from God 
the Fatlier, is Crod or Lord (itinrorrpf) of Christ, and does not rather 
confess that the Same is alike God and Man, since the Word became 
flesh, according to the Scriptures ; let him be anathema*." 

Theodoret says here that the human nature assumed by tlie TTord 
was called ^'tlie form of a servant'* with reference to tluU assumption 
itself, but after the assumption was ** released from the a|)pellati(Ni 
of sen'itude,** and called " God ** because of its onion with the form 
of God. The criticism seems liardly relevant : Cyril observes tliat 
our fjord, as Man, adopted the '* servitude " which belonged to Hie 
human brethren ; and shews how Nestorius' words, ** He, the same* 
was at once a babe and the babe's Ijord," implied a dualism whidi 
it was needful to disallow. '* The Emmanuel cannot then be called 
God and Tjord of HimHelf*," and in the Explanation he says that it 
M most extravagant, and indeed most impious, even to think so. 

Anath. V^ll. '* If any one says that Jesus was wrought ufKin by 
God the Word, and that the glory of the Only-begotten was attached 
to Him as being a different (i>er8on) from tlie Only-begotten ; let 
him be anathema^." 

cUd with this/' &c. " Kestoriut in his anathema iniUtti 

■ But he quoted S. Baftil Inaccur- that the Word is the liord and Maker 

ately : what Uanil spoke of was " the of the " form of a servant," and tliat 

U<MUbearing /ieth,** de S|iir. Sanct. He promised to raise it up by Ilia 

a. 12. Eutherius ofTyana, writlnji^to own power. But he admits that 

John In 432, ignores the distinction, Christ is Ood the Word, " forget- 

Mansi, v. 851. ting*," says Mercator sarcastically, 

r 8. Ignatlus's name of Theophoros ** hit Emmanuel." (p. 150.) 

Is explained in Uie '*Martydom of ■ It was quite another Uiing to lay 

Ififnatius" as implying, ** He who tliat He was the God or Lord of Mb 

carries Chrkt in his breast: " but humanity. 

Pank regards it as a (ireek proper ^ Nestorius condemns those who 

name, Patr. Apoat. p. 17:?. identify the Virgin4M>rn man with 

M 2 
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We own, say the Easlem in effect, that He was not wrought 
upon M were prophets and apostles ; He was nut on their level. But 
still we must give due weight to the Scriptural assertion that God 
wrouglit mightily in Christ by raising Him from the dead, &c. 
Theodorct is very brief, but refers similarly to Eph. i. 29, 20. Cyril 
replies simply, that wluit he aims at is to exclude the idea of an ftr- 
iental Divine operation on the Christ, sedng that He is Himself 
that very Word by whom the Father operates, that His Resurrection 
is also ascribed to Himself (e.g. 8. John 2. 19,) and that it was in 
His Manhood that He, the Jjord of glory, b said to have been glori- 
fied. So in the Explanation he says that tliose who hold what tliis 
Article condemns do in &ct hold '*two Soiw." 

Anath. VIII. ** If any one dares to say that 'the man who was 
assumed ' ought to be adored along with God the Word *, and glo- 
rified witli Him, and with Him styled God, as if different from Him 
(for the word 'witli,' constantly appended, will oblige us to under- 
stand it thus) and does nut rsther honour tlie Emmanuel with one 
adoration, and offer to Him one glorification, since the Word became 
flesh ; let him be anatliema'." 

The Easterns here acknowledge Cyril's principle. Tliere are 
not two persons, or two Sons : there is one Son, to whom is due an 
adoration presupposing sudi unity. They only diarge Cyril with 
a pet^ verbal inconsistency. 

Theodoret is briefer, and acknowledges the same Christ to be 
botli God and Man, and to be glorified as one ^ He speaks, how- 

tbe Only.lN»gotten, instead of saying Dcction with tho nature of the Only, 

tliat, OS united to the Only-begotten, begotten. Cyril's anathema b dcve- 

He sliares in tJiat title* Here, lays ' loped in the ninth of the Fifth (Ecu- 

Mercator, lie supposes an Only.begot- menical Council, Mansi, Ix. 381. *' If 

ten, a real Son of Ood, who yet is not any one 8a)'8 that Christ is adored in 

tlie Emmanuel ; and a '* temporary" two natures, whereby two adorations 

Emmanuel, who is but tituUrly Son of are brought In, one proper to Ood 

God. By united, he meant associated, the Word, and one proper to roan : 

* Theodore had said that the Word or If any one adores Christ on the 
gate to the man by wliom Ho deter- theory of a takinfr away of the flesh, 
mined to judge all men the pririlego or a confusion of the Godhead and tlio 
of joint reception of adoration, so tliat Manhood, or as imagining one nature 
all should render due worship to the or essence of tlie elements that liave 
DIrlne nature, but should Include in come together, and does not adore by 
tlMt adoration lilm wbo was Insepa- one adoration Ood the Word as in. 
rably joined to Him, Itc Mansi, ix. camate, with his own flesh ... let 
207. such a person be anathema." Hence, 

* Tlie Nestorian anathema involves no adoration Is to be offered to the 
a gross misrepresentation. It con. Humanity conceived of as apart from 
demns any who say tliat " the form the Godhead : all adoration of tho 
of a servant" Is to be worshipped in Incarnate must have respect to lib 
reference to its own nature ; (as if one Indivblble Person. 

Cyril had said so t) and asserts that • Similarly, many years bter. 
It ought to be venerated for its coo* Theodoret wrote to Fbrian, " Him 
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crcr, of ** tho man " m not lonng what he wm. Cjril replies that 
what he ohjects to b the notion of a duali^ of penons : and that 
*' the man aHumed bj God the Word ** is a phraie which would 
favour that notion. Hit Exphuiation adda nothing to theM itate- 
mciita. 

Anath. IX. ** If any one aays tliat tho one liord Jeaus Chiiat 
was glorified by the Spirit, in tliat He uiiod the power that came 
through Him os if it were foreign to Himself, and recdTed from 
Him tlie capacity of energising against unclean spirits, and of per* 
forming Dirino miracles before men, instead of saying that the Spi- 
rit through whom He wrouglit the miracles waa Hb own : let him 
be anatlicma^" 

The EAHtems again try to fiisten on Cyril a charge of inconatat- 
cncy. " Formerly (in Epistle to tlie Monks) he owned that Christ 
acted by the Spirit of God, and ercn was quickened by Him: now he 
seems to deny this, and to forget tiie text, ' If I by tlie Spirit of God 
cast out devils.' (2) And to call the Spirit tlie Son*s oant b to 
impair the undivided action of the whole Trinity.** (3) Theodoret 
again falls into an "ignoratio clenclii,** attacking an imagined denial of 
the anointing, &c. of Jesus by tlie Spirit, and accusing Cyril of ana- 
thematising prophets, apostles, Gabriel, Christ Himself. (4) Ho 
grants that the Spirit is the Son's own Spirit ; but denies that Ho 
has His being **from" or **t]irough** the Sonf. Cyril telb tlie 
Easterns that tlieir first objection is a mere cavil : he had said that 
Christ's miracles were wrought by the Spirit as His owii Spirit: 
among these, of course, he included the casting out of devils. (2) Hiii 
]M>int was tliat the relation of the Spirit to Christ was not, as in tlm 
case of saints, an exterior relation : and in order to bring this out, 
he had called the Spirit Christ^s "own," not that lie was not also the 
Father's own, but that He did not thus belong to any holy man as 
such. (3) Theodoret should bear in mind some words of Nestorius, 
which appeared ^ to identify Christ's relation to the Spirit with any 

(Christ) I know to bo both (lod bo- Holy Spirit : which Mercator calls 

fore the ages, and Man at the end of ** inaudita." 

the days, and I offer ono adoration as v Sco Swete's Hist. Doctr. of Pro- 

to the Only.beprotten." Epist. 104. cess, of Holy Spirit, p. 139 ff. tracinfC 

On this adoration of the Incarnate, Theodorct's lang^uAfTo on this point to 

sec Athan. ad Adelph. 2. Theodore, the most extreme repru- 

' In the Ephitle, c 10, he nrfces sentative of tlie Antiochene school, as 

that Christ was not glorified by the opposed to the Alexandrian. In the 

Sph-it as b^ an exterior power, for tho creed ascrilwHl to Tlietulore it is ex. 

Spirit is His own, and **ispourc<l forth pressly said that tlie Spirit lias not 

from Him, even as out of God tlie ** Ilin existence through the Son.*' 

Patlier.** Nestorius, by his anathema, MansI, ir. 1318. 
implies that some process of modwtion ^ The words wens '*TliIs Spirit 

went ott between the Word and tho which bestowed on Christ such glory. 
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ordinary iiuui*8 : it was this nodon that he had aimed at in his ana- 
thematisni. (4) ** The Holy Spirit, as our Sariour says, proceeds 
from God the Father^ but Ho is not foreign to the Son : for lie has 
all thinicB with the Father.** In thU passagfe he does not affirm wliat 
Tbeodoret denied, tiiat the Spirit exists from or through the Son: 
but merely that since '* all things that the Father hath are the Son's,** 
the Spirit who proceeds from the Father must needs be the Son*s 
own, not exterior to Him : even as S. Paul interchanges the phrases, 
"* Spirit of God** and «« Spirit of Christ >. And now, in h'ls turn, 
Cyril becomes un&ir to Tlieodoret: for he quotes Tlieodoret's words, 
to the effect that Gabriel had predicted that the Christ after the flesh 
should be bom of the Holy Spirit, as if they implied a separate hu- 
man Christ, — which they cerUunly do not. In the Explanation he 
says that the Word, when He became man, continued to be God, 
being all that the Fatlier was, Fatlierhood only excepted: *'and 
therefore in working miracles He had as His own that Holy Spirit 
which is from Him {ii aurov) and essentially innate in Him^.*' This 
is stronger language as to the real derivation of the Spirit from the 
Son than he had used in his reply to Theodoret. 

Anath. X. ** Dirine Scripture says that Christ was made a High 
Priest and Apostle of our confession, and He offered Himself for us 
to God the Father for an odour of sweet smell. If any one says tliat it 
was not the actual Word from God who was made an High Priest' 
and Apostle when He became flesh, and a man like ourselves, but 
anotlier man bom of a woman, apart from Him; or, if any one 

which made Him forniidiible to die- rat affirms the single Proceasion in 

moot, wbich bestowed on Ilim His Hon*. Fkb. v. 3. written very late in 

assumption into Heaven.'* In them- bis life. Mr. Swete says tiiat Tlieo- 

selves, however, the/ admitted of a doret confined the Spirit's relation 

■ouod sense. Theodore bad said mncb to the Son to " oonsubstantiality " 

BMNne broadly tliat Jesus was led by and " mUsion." 

the Spbrit to His doty, even as they ^ Quoted by Dr. Posey, " On the 

who are led by the Spirit are called cUuse, ' And the Son,* *' p. ISO, toge- 

■ons of God, and that He received ther with other passages ; e. g. Tne- 

justification from, and was made spot- saums, p. 354, "The SpUit being by 

less by the Spirit, Mansi, ix. 205. nature in Him and out of (JO Him,^* 

' He avoids, here, the question of and in De recta fide ad Theud. c 36, 

eternal derivation, and only says that (Pusey, p. 120) the Spirit wbich b 

since the Son has what the Patlier both V^ a^ovandniora^ov. In the 

has. He may be said to have as His passage in Ep. ad Nest. 3. 10, the 

own the Spirit who proceeds from the words " He (the Spirit) is poured 

Fkther. This is not to '* imply,** as forth vap* a^ov even as in rov . . . 

Mr. Swete represents him, (Hist. Ilarp^r*' refer to the Mission, but the 

Doctr. of Holy Spbit, p. 143) that Bf ission from the Son Is based on an 

there b a sense in which the Spirit essential derivation from the Son in 

Bsay be said to be from the Son with- Thesaurus, p. 358, Itc 

out Maspbemy ; for although else- > See Nestorins in Cyril adv. Neat, 

where Cjril says as much, (see next Ul. 1. and bis third Sermon ap. Mer- 

note) be does not say so here. See cator. Produs had said that '* Ood 

Peanon on Creed, IL 435. Theodo. became a Priest.** Homily, c 8. 
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says that Ho offered the oblaUon for Hhnself also, and not for us 
alone (for He who koew no nn would not hare needed an oblation)r 
let him be aimtlieina"*." 

The Easterns here insist on our Lord's Humanity as character- 
iKing His Priesthood. ** God the Word,'* they say, " could not be our 
Priest/' meaning, obviously, om God the Word : for they proceed to 
admit the personal unity. "The union," they say emphadca!!/, 
" remains for ever : at the same time, amid the sufferings of the flesht 
tlio Godhead, though inseparable, remidned impassible • • • Where* 
fore we acknowledge one and the same as Son, tlie natures renuuning 
unblended (amyxyrw) and we say not, one and another, God ibrUdI 
but one and tlie same ; " and they proceed to describe Christ as our 
High Priest, but not as a human person apart from the Word. Tbeo* 
doret infers from Heb. 5. 1 ff that He who was ** made perfect through 
sufferings, and by experience of suffering learned obedience, and 
offered up supplications with tears to Him wlio could save Him from 
dcatli," could not be the impassible Word, but thai which was assumed 
by the ^Vord, which was mortal and |>as8ible ", &c. Here he does 
not say '* he who was assumed ; " yet at the close of his objection he 
drifts back, as it were, into Nestorianising lang^uage: Jesus was 
called, in Heb. 3. 1, *' faithful to Him that made him ;" but no ortho* 
dox person would apply the phrase, *' a thing made," to the Word, 
but to *' Jlim who was of the seed of David." 

Cyril answers the Easterns at some length ; in the course of his 
remarks he quotes a passage from Nestorius to the effect that Ho 
who WAS sent to be our High Priest ** advanced by degrees to the 
Hi;;^h-pricstly dignity." This might assuredly bear a sound sense; 
but Cyril vehemently denounces it as quite irreconcileable witli tlie 
personal Divinity of our Ijord. He tlien says that what he contends 
for is this — that Jesus, our High Priest, is God who has become 
Man, is our Higli Priest as having become Man®, and could not have 

■"In the basiA passage, Ep. ad Nest. * Both parties reject the Arian no- 

3. 9. he in.sii>ts tliat the Sun hccamo tion (found, e.g. in Milton) ** that 

tlic Mediator, and offered up His own our Lord's Priesthood preceded His 

body, not for Himself but for us : and Inrarnation, and belonged to Hit DU 

we do not assign to a man different vine nature, and was in consequence 

from Himself (i.e. to a merely human the token of an inferior divinity . • • • 

Christ) *' the name and the reality of The Catholic doctrine is, that the Di. 

Priesthood." The Nestorian article vine Word is Priest in and according 

insists on assip^ning, as regards ** ob- to His Manhood," Newman, Athan. 

lationem," ** quie Del" to the Only. Treatises, U. S4.5, ed. 2. 1. e. lo far as 

beprotten,**qu(cliominis" totheroan relates to sacritjcial Priesthood, m 

united to Him, i.e. to the human and dintinct from that sort of Mediation 

titular Emmanuel. which belongs to Him ai Word. 

" The passage was quoted as hete- Theodoret says in Epist. 145, ** lie 

rodox In the Fifth General Council, ** is called an High Priett not ai Ood, 

Mansi, ix. 201. " but ai Man, and lie offers as man. 
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been lo if He bad not become Man. To Theodoret be replies that 
Nestorins bad imagined a merely accideutel and moral union: bo lays 
8. stress on the text, ** Though He was rich, yet for your sakes He be- 
came poor," as incompatible with such a tbeory: he ur^res that the 
Tast condescensions of God should not be carilled at as humiliating 
to His Majesty, but welcomed as manrellous evidences of His love, 
and that although the High Priestliood in question was dei>endcnt 
on our Lord's Humanity, it was exercised by Him as personally 
Divine. SimiUrly, in the Explanation, he says, that '* being by nature 
Lord of the universe. He lowered Himself . . . and was called our 
High Priest . . . inasmuch as tlie limitetions of His humanity imposed 
this office upon Him." 

Anatb. XL ** If any one does not acknowledge the Lord's flesh to 
be lifegiving, and proper to the Word Himself who is from God Uie 
Father, but regards it as the flesh of some other Uian Himself, who 
was connected with Him in dignity, or who really had God dwelling 
within him, and not as lifegiving, as we said, because it became pro« 
per to the Word who has power to give life to all things ; let him be 
wnathfmft '•" 

The Easterns' critidsm is here peculiarly capdous. Of course, they 
say, all admit that Christ's flesh " belongs " to Him, and not to any one 
else ; therefore, this rdteration of " proper " is suspicious ; it seems 
to intimate an Apollinarian idea, as if His flesh were not of human 
origin. 2) And why should Cyril condemn the phrase, " connected 
with Him by dignity," when ho had himself acknowledged the exalta* 
tion of humanity in Christ ? 3) Tlieodoret owns tlie Word to have 
flesh, but asks. Why not add '* mind ? " and treats Cyril's admission 
of tbe diversity of the two natures as wrung from him. Here again 
Theodoret is conspicuously unfair. Cyril answers ; By calling Uie 
flesh the Word's own, I meant to exclude the notion tliat it belonged 

**bat He receirei tbe Sacrifice at For being* by nature life, as God, 

** God, with the Father and tbe Holy when He became one with Hit own 

Spirit.'' Compare Cyril adv. Nett. flesh, He rendered (Air/^yty) it 

liL S, that the Word, as Man, b act- lifegiving." Nestorius anathemati. 

lag as Priest in heaven. ses any who say tliat tlie flesh 

9 Cp. Ep. ad Nest. 3. 7. " We cele- united (!• e. ooiOoined) to the Word 

bnte the bkwdless service, and ap- Is by its own natural capacity life- 

proadi to the sacred Eucbaristio ele- giving, contrary to 8. John 6. 68. 

ments, and are sanctified by being* Another ignoratio elenchi. Cyril 

made parUkers of the holy Flesh and calls it lifegiving as being the Life- 

preckras Blood . . . and not as if re- giver's own, in ad PulclierUro, c 56 

ceiving common flesh, or tliat of a (I'usey, p. 389); ** when He made the 

man ooonected with the Word by body received firom the Holy Virgin 

oneness of dignity, or as having God His own, He rendered it lifegiving, 

dwelling in him ; but as truly life- and with good reason, for it is tlie 

giving, and as the Word's own flesh, body of tbe all^oickening life." 
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to a sepante haman penon : it was Ncatoriua*a abiurd ronaik, tluKt 
our Lord said» •* He vbo catcth Mj Flofa,'* not. ** He wlio eatetii 
31 J Godhead %** vhich eonatraiiied me to show that His Flesh 
" proper to tiie Word." Let us not, he adds, eomphin of the 
ncss of the CondcsoeiMion, but reeoguise the body of Christ, ia 
Athaiiaftius*s Iaii|[uafe, as the Body of the Incarnate WoH. He die* 
claims the notion that it came down from lieaven, as nnsnpportod by 
the words of S. John 3. 13. Theodoret, he obsenres, mi^ as well 
ask why mind was not mentioned in S. John 1.14. ** Flesh " is often 
used to signify the whole of man. In the Explanation he emphasises 
tliat reference to the Holy Eucharist which had been made in the 
Tltird Epistle. ** We perform the holy and lifegifing and bloodless 
Sacrifice in the churches, not believuig that which is set before as 
{wpotctiiitvQv) to be the body of a common man, one of oorselTes, nor 
again tlie precious Blood; but rather recdring them as baring become 
the Body and Blood whicli belong to the Word who gives Hfo to all 
tliingii. For common flesh cannot gire lifCy and this the Saviour 
Himself attests, saying, ' The flesh profited! nothing : the spirit b 
tliat which gives life.' For since it has become the Word's own, on 
this account it is tliought of as, and is, lifegiviug'." 

Anath. XII. " If any one does not acknowledge that the Word of 
God suffered in flesh, and was crucified in flesh, and tasted death in 
flesh, and became firstborn from the dead, in that He is life and life- 
giving, as God ; let him be anathema ■•" 

Again the Easterns try to set Cyril against Cyril. In his Epistle 
to the Munks, they say, ]\e admitted the impassibility of tlie God- 
head. How then could the Word be said to suffer ? ** It was not 
God, connected with the flesh who suffered : it was the flesh united 
to God the VV^ord which suffered what was natural to it, by His own 
permission :" qualifying the phrase, ** suffered injlah" does not save 
tlie impassibility. It still comes to this, tlie Word was pasable. In 
acccordance with His own nature ? In that case, either the Father 
is also passible, or the Word's Deity is other tlian His, i. e. the ^Vord 
is not coessential. Or was it contrary to His Nature? But how 
could He be under duress ? If it be said, ** He hod a fitting object, 

^ Sco this in adv. Nest. iv. G. Cyril has the salvo, " although He was im. 

isjiMtly severe on this absurd spec!- passible in His own nature,*' and 

men of false antithcsiw. ** He was in the crucified bo<iy, appro- 

» In adv. Nest. iv. 5 he contends priating to Himself, impas^ibly, the 

that tlie benefits of the Holy Com- suflferinpfs of His own flesh." Tlic 

munion are not to be limited to a Ncstorian article is unobjectionable, 

reception of the //«fy Spirit, It merely forbids to assign tlio sufferl 

• Here to read tlie article apart \n^ alilce to the Word and to the 

from the letter mifj^Iit have an unfor. flesh, ** sine dbcretione dignitatii na- 

tunate effect. For it is the k-ttcr that turarum.'* 
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the nlvation of mJui," could that end be promoted by a debasement 
of Deity ? Theodoret's eritidsm contains one of liis Nestorianising 
passages : '* It was not God who suffered, but the man who was as- 
sumed from among us by God ^'* Cyril tells the Easterns that they 
are ^ beating the air,** and refuting what nobody holds. Of course 
the Word could not suffer as God, but only as hanng appropriated 
the passible condition of humanity. To suffer in flesh, is not to suf* 
fer In Godhead : and Gregory of Nyssa, Banl, and Athanadus* bear 
witness to this idea. Ho takes the same ground in answer to Theo* 
doret, and concludes with the wdghty remark, that if we would appre- 
date the redemptiTC virtue of the Passion, wo must ascribe it to One , 
who is Himself ** the Lord of glory, God over all, blessed for ever. 
Amen." The same thought is summarised in the Explanation. 

The critidsms to which Cyril's "Articles'* were subjected by tlio 
Easterns, and which called forth from him repeated eluddations of 
his meaning, did what nothing else could have done, and what was 
eminently necessary to be done, if the bahwce of doctrinal truth was 
to be preserved. They kept before his mind the necessity of self* 
ezplaiiadon; and they pre|>ared him ultimately to resume communion 
with John of Antioch, and with the more moderate of the Easterns. 
He had indeed refused the proposal conveyed to him in 432 ', though 
Acadus of Bercea, to the eifect that he should withdraw his ** articles 
and letters,** and be content with Athanasius* letter to Epictetus as 
a comment upon the Nicene Creed. But his reply to Acacius, in 
which he promised that, when peace had been restored on tlie basis of 
the condemnation of Nestorianism and a recognition of the deposition 
of Nestorius, he would explain, as to bretliren, ** whatever points in 
his articles had not been understood 3^,** seemed to open a prospect of 
reoondliadon, which by this time, and under strong urgency from the 
court, had become acceptable to John, llie letter, indeed, was not 
satis&ctory to Andrew of Samosata, who g^ves a curious account of a 
dream in which he seemed to see Apollinaris alive again and giving 
presents (eulogiK) to the bishop of Antioch ; but he thought it ne- 
cessary to ** economise,'* and make some show of concesdon *• Theo- 
doret conndered the letter to be orthodox, and irrecondleable with the 
obnoxious Cyrilline artides, which he had agun assailed in a treatise 
called Pentalogus*: while Alexander of Hierapolis read it as reaflirming 

• The exprenion, *< God the Word * See Synodicon, c. 63, 54 ; Maosl, 
svffcred Ui flesh," U again elabo* v. 829, 830. 

latdy cemured by Theodoret in his ^ See a f Atln verskm of this letter 

3rd Oiakigae. But the difference btu hi Synod. 56 ; Manti, v. 831. 

twoeo Cjril and himadf on this pofait ■ Synodieon, 59, 63. 

appears iwrbaL See betow. * Ih. 60, 65, 70. See Theod. Epbt. 

• Orat. e. ArL ilL 3S. US. 
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tliem, aiid flatly refused to have any part in a negotiatioii with the 
writer^. It was however determined tliat Ptol, bishop of Emen*, 
should visit Alexandria as John's agent. He brought a letter in 
which Cyril was requested to withdraw his articles, and to give further 
explanation of his meaning according to the promise contained in his 
letter to Acadus. The letter was displeasing to CyriM; but wiien 
Paul produced, as a new basis of reunion, a doctrinal formuUuy 
which was, in fact, a recennon of one drafted by the Antiochenet at 
Kphesus, in 431 *, as a counter-document to Cyril's arUcles, the 
latter accepted it, although its wording was somewhat different from 
liiM favourite phraseology. After a preamble, it proceeded thus'; 
" We acknowledge one Jjord Jesus Christ, the Son of God, the Only* 
lH;g«»ttcn, perfect God and perfect Mani, of a reasonable soul and 
a iKxly^: begotten of the Fatlier before the ages, as to the Godhead, 
but at tlie end of the days, the Selfuune, of the Virgin Mary, as to the 
Manhood, for us and for our salvation : tlie same coessential vrith the 
Father as to the Godhead, and coessential witli us as to the Man- 
hood '. For there took place a union of two natures : therefore wo 
acknowledge one Christ, one Son, one ]x>rd K According to this con* 
ception of the Union without confuuon we acknowledge the Holy 
Virgin to be God's Mother, because God the Word was incarnate, 
and became Man, and from the very conception united to Himself 
tlie temple which He received from her^ As for the Evangelical 

^ lb. Go, G7. man.*' Eatychm had never, until his 

« For Taul Mce Tillcinnnt, xiv. 528. trial in 448, admitted that Christ was 

(lomiKin* tlohtrN letter, 8yn<Nl. 7<>. ** coessential with us as inan." Vin- 

* ** Tliis letter/* he Miy», " I <li(l not cent of licrins, in 434, said tliat 
aeeopt/* Kpist. p. 111. See it in Christ's liuman "substance" was 
8ynu<l. 80. ** cunxubstantalis. matri/* Coiniuo* 

• S«^ Synod. 22. Cf. Tillemont, nit. 13. 

xiv. A31 . ^ Here the sense of "an union of two 

' Cyril, Ep. ad Joan. (Pusey, p. 44.) natures" is defined to be their union 

' Compare tliis plirase in Athan. in one personality. Tills, as dbtinct 

c. Apollin. i. 16; and see the Qui- from any "fusion" which would ab- 

ciinque. Alexander had recently urf^ed sorb one into the other, or blend one 

that Cyril should be rc<]uire<l to own with the other, was what Cyril bad 

Christ to be both God and Man', Sy- maintained .* and, as be afterwards 

nod. 58. pointed out, when the Easterns ad« 

^ Compare the Quicunque. mitted this, they made a diasm be- 

I This phrase, whloh occurs in twcen themselves and Ncstorianuim, 

Nestoriu3' 3rd Sermon, preached in Epist. to Acac. Melit. (in Epistles, 

reply to IVoclus, (H«*e Martus Mcrca- p. 115.) 

tor, p. 72, ed. Ealuz.) was not in {^cne- ^ According to Nestorius, He who 

ral use amonp^ Churchmen at this time, was bom of Mary was not Qod the 

Newman's Athan. Treat, i. 1G8. It Word, but a titular Emmanuel : and 

received oecumenical sanction by be- the " temple," in his way of speaking, 

ing inserted into the " Definition" of meant, not the body assumed by the 

ClialctHlon. Yet Cyril had owned in Divine Son or Word, but this human 

adv. Nest. iii. 3 tliat the Son had be- Christ who became His liabltatioa* 

come "coessential with us, that is, Sec Marias Mercator, pp. 143, U. 
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and ApoRlollcal sayings respecting the Lord, we know tliat tlioologians 
make some common, as relating to tlie one Person, and distinguiKh 
otiiers as belonging to two natures "*, and that they refer to Christ^s 
Godhead those wliich indicate ]>inne majes^, and to tlie Manliood 
those which indicate humiliation." 

Paul found Cyril unexpectedly easy to treat irith* ; receifed from 
hin a corresponding profession of faith^ and after disowning Nesto- 
ritts in a written document, and publicly affirming the Theotocos by 
word of mouth P, was allowed to communicate, and even to preach iu 
the cathedral of Alexandria, on Christmas Day 432* He delighted 
his auditors by announcing the good tidings of the Nativity in tlio 
unequifocal sentence, " Mary, God's Mother, gives birth to the Em- 
manuel < !" He added that the Word had " completely assumed our 
nature," and dischumed all belief in a *' Quaternity." Ho preached 
again on the 1*^ of January', taking care to insist on the impassi* 
bility of the Word in Hts Godhead, and explaining ** The Word be- 
came flesh " as equivalent to, ** He assumed our flesh and dwelt in 
our nature," so that this text indicated the one Person and two Na- 
tures : and Cyril, in a short address, approved of Paul's statements. 
It must have been a great satisfaction to him to answer Paul's 
question, ** Do you accept Athanasius' letter to Epictetus?" by com- 
paring Paul's copy with the authentic text, proving tlwt it repre- 
sented a corrupt text, and permitting him to make correct copies for 
use in Syria". But some furtiier negociations were required by 
John's reluctance to acquiesce in the condemnation of Nestorius. 
On this point Cyril firmly insisted^: he liad the support of Theodo- 



■■ Pro|»er1y, all belong to the 
one Person, as AthanMius intimates, 
Unit. e. Ari. liL 41, and as Cyril 
explains in Epistles p. 117, 134, 150, 
and Theodoret admits. Dial. lii. (qi. 
Hooker v. 53. 4.) but some texts spe- 
daUy refer to Him as both God and 
llan, e.fc. (as Cyril says in Ep. 1 to 
Atmc Melit, and Ep. 8 to Snccensiis) 
Heb. 13. 8, Rom. 9. 5. The distlnc- 
tion, says Cyril to Acadus, miglit seem 
•vbtle, but it had been thought ne. 
cessary as a safeguard against ApollU 
narianism, and ako afi^nst the Arian 
■ense of applying the texts of the hu- 
manity to the *' Divinity" (in a do. 
irradcd tense of the term.) John, 
it se e ms , wrote to some friends, that 
Cyril now eleariy admitted the differ. 
cnee of the natores, and divided the 
sayings between tlie natures. Cyril 
cxpfadacd to Acarlus, tliat be liad 
writlea to John that he ** knew that 



the Lord spoke both Btowprw&s and 
iutOpotwii^t" Tliereu|«on John re. 
plied that it was therefore necessary 
to distinguish tlie texts. But ** these 
words," Cjril adds, '*are his, not 
mine," Epist. p. 120. Yet the idea 
which tliey represent is expressed in 
Apol. ad?. Orient. 4. 

■ Ep. ad Joan. (Pnsey, p. 43.) 
Paul, however, had to give up plead- 
ing for certain Nestorianising prelates 
who had been deposed, Cyr. Epist. 
p« 157. 

• Paul's UbcHus, Mansi, v. 288. 

9 Cyril, to Tbeognostus, &c Epist. 
p. 152. 

« Mansi, V. 803. Tlie people ex- 
cUimed, " ThU is the faith ; this b 
wliat we wanted to hear." 

' Mansi, v. 297. 

■ Cyril, Epist. pp. 120, 140, 156. 

• He said in effect to Paul, ** Your 
own dodaration sufllcw for you per- 
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Mils, aiid at last John gave way, in April of 433 ^ The peace be* 
infjT then eMtablishcd, Cyril wrote to John the oelebimted letter, 
Hometimes cited as " Lactentur cceli*' from the Ladn reading of 
iti« finit words '. It is tlie letter which was associated by the Cdiin* 
cil of Chalcedon with the second letter to Nestorius, as a joint 
standard of orthodoxy ^ In it Cyril recites the formulary wluch 
Paul had presented to him on tlio part of the Easterns, and repeats hla 
own disavowal of ApolUuarianism, The notion tliat Christ's flesh waa 
broug'lit down from heaven he treats as an absurdity. He expbuua 
the sense in which Christ is called ** the Lord from heaven ** or **tbe 
Son of Man which came down from heaven." He asserts the uni^ 
of the Christ, wit!) a recognition of tlie difference of the natures from 
whicli tlie Union was effected. Ho urges John to ''stop the mouths 
of those w])o say tliat the Word was commingled with flesh :** some, 
pcrhai>s, accused him of holding sucli an notion ; but he considera it 
as madness to impute even a ** hImuIow of tuniing** to the changeless 
nature of the Word, who is Himself impassible, even though He at- 
tributes to Himself, *' by an economic appropriation ■, the suffering 
of tluit flesh which was His own." For lilmself, he follows the senti- 
ments of Fathers, *' especially those of tlie blessed and fiur-famed 
Atliauashis, avoiding any deviation whatsoever." He seht iritli his 
letter an authenticated copy of the letter to Epictetus. 

Such was tlie Reunion of 433. TiUemont heatates not to say 
that '* the Easterns rendered a great service to the Church by delay- 
ing their condemnation of Nestorianism until S. Cyril had stifled 
before-hand tlic heresy of Eutyches by expressing himself more fully 
than ]ie had ever done before*. It is clear that Cyril did not get all 
that he might have wished for. His *' Articles " were kept in the 
hack-ground. As Thcodorct took care to remark afterwards**, he did 
not mention tlicm in the arrangement of the " peace :" but on tho 
other hand, lie hod, shortly before, expressly declined to withdraw 

Konnlly: bat I must have a similar I'opc IjOo b«lie.ve: eternal remcm- 

flo<*Iaration fruni the bishop of An- hrance to Cyril ; as his l«tters run, 

ti<N*h.** Kpi»t. !>. 1 1 1. so <lo we think." 

" S<wCyriUKpi.Ht.p. ir>3 for John*8 * *OiirciWiy oiVorofiiir^r. Foroiirc/- 

letter, the form of whit'h he himself uiffis compare Cyril Ep. ad Nest. 3. 

hnil wonIe<{. Cf. TiUemont, xlv. G. **lle was In the crucified body, 

6'12. iva^ws oiKciov/icrot tho sufferlnfipi of 

■ " I/ct the heavens rejoice, and let His own fltvh :*' based on c. ApoUin. 

the earth be irlud: for the mid.wall of ii. l(i. OUorotiiKh^ does not mean 

partition i.H broken down/* &c. Kp. to unreal, but *'in accordance with the 

John, (Piisoy, p. 40.) John thoup^ht dispensation of His Incarnation," as 

it quite satisfactory, as exiHslling the the context shews, atrrht oticor^^ir 

idea of one nature. Synod. 86. rh /ivcr'fipio^, Cf. p. lOi. 

r Mansi, vi. OCA). On hearinpr both • TiUemont, xiv. 545. 
these letters read, the bisthops exclaim. ^ Theod. Epist. ]i2, wrilteo hi 

cd, **So do we all believe: so does 440. 
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them. The formttUiy supplied what was lacking in his earlier state- 
ments: It innsted on a side of truth whicli he had, to say the least, 
refrained from making prominent: if it asserted the hypostatic union 
in effect, and set the acknowledgment of tlie Theotocos on a satisfac- 
tory bads, It also excluded all negation of a real and a permanent 
manhood of Christ, to which should be referred the texts of the hu- 
manly. But it sufficiently guarded the oneness of Christ : and If it 
■eeared this, it secured all. The ** understanding" arrived at did not 
escape criddsm. Some adherents of the Alexandrian or Cyrilline 
•ciiool were alarmed at what seemed to them a compromise perilous 
to the truth* Not only, they observed, was the phraseology different, 
from that of the Twelve Articles, but a celebrated phrase, not con- 
tained in the Articles, but ehtewhere adduced by Cyril as found in 
Atbanastus, was ignored, and apparently by implication proscribed. 
That phrase was, **One * nature' (^wrn) of God the Word, (but a 
nature) incarnate.'* The tract in which It occurs, and which 
Cyril took to be Athananan', has since his time been treated as at 
least dubious, and as not improbably an ApoUinarian production. 
It was however employed by Cyril, In his treatise against Nestorius* 
as an affirmation of the hypostatic oneness^; in other words, ho 
understood ^vtm to mean tiie very " Ego*' of the Divine Word, who 
eonld not, when He stooped to our humanity, cease to be singly and 
indivimbly Himselt Thus, when some^ of his friends In 433 ex- 
pressed to him their misgivings, he answered, generally, that the 
Eastern ''brethren" had proved themselves to be 110/ Nestorians, 
but really believers in one Christ*; and particularly, that the formu- 
lary was not inconsistent wiUi tiie phrase in question, because it 



* See liMntiiit in Gallantl. xU. 730, be plainer tlmn that liere fiia ^^is 

footing the Apollinarian Polemon ir.r.A. means, *' Even after tlie Incar. 

as aicribing this plirase to Apollln. nation toolc place^ lie was still the 

aris: and cp. the compilation called one selfsame Divine Word, although 

Patmm Doctrina de Verbi Incarna- He had taken our flesh." Tliis is not 

tione in Mai's Collect. Nov. viL Id. Monophysitism, but orthodoxy. 

« Adv. Nest. U. 1. (Posey, p. 94.) • See Ep. 1. to Acacius of Melitene, 

He is excluding a mere '*aecidental Cyril, Epist. p. 113. (Here he notices 

conncctioo,** and Insisting on a ** real an objection that tlie formulary of re- 

unioB." "^Tbe Only-begotten," he union was a violation of the Ephe- 

says, "being God, became Man." shin Coundrs prohibition of any 

That is the one point. *' Thus He ii '* different creed," from the Nicene, 

to be thought of as one and only." and replies that to make an expUna- 

Wbataver b said about Ood or Man tion, as the Easterns had done, is not 

in the iDcamatkm refen to Him, is iracvrrsM^tf'ai ^/ijBoXsr.) 80 Ep. 2, 

said ^ ii ir^ff wfovAwv. Mia yiip to Suocensus, Epist. pp. 147 1 149. 

^hi Mffrrw f ^if, firrk riiv %pu9iv^ ** Wherein do the words of tlie 

4 c^ev rsv lUyw ^90upiwii4ni, Just AnUochene brethren agree with tlie 

as we may reasonably understand In novelties of Nestorius ?" so Ep. to 

jovr own case, for there b really one Valerian, « The Easterns then be- 

eouspoaed of dissimiUr things, I lieve that His Person (v^«v«v) b 

soul and body. Nothing can one." Epist. p. 171. 
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affirmed that God tbo Word had beoonie Man *• To him, then* dM 
*'one nature incarnate** was nrtualljr equivalent to the ^one hjpoftaiii 
incarnate,** a phrase which he had himsdf adopted in tlie &1110M 
letter of ** the twclfe Articles t:** and it would hare been well for the 
peace of tlie Churdi, and the due proportion of Catholie truth, if he 
had felt himself at liberty to substitute this pliraae for the former. 

On the other hand, the Reunion was not aceepted hj the wliols 
of the Antiociiene patriarcliate. Andrew of Samoeata, after soaie 
hesitation, followed John in resuming communion with CjrilK 
Tlieodoret' considered tiie ** Ijoetentur coeli ** to be satiafocCoiy u 
|M>int of doctrine, but held that to accept it and to acquieaoe in the 
condemnation of Nestorius would be a groas inoonsiatenej '. But be 
did not go so far as his own metropolitan, Alexander of Hierapolist 
whose passionate attachment to the cause of Nestoriua, and equalij 

' See Cyril. Epiit. pp. 116, 133, '*lle suffered hi the nature of bbsb. 
137. Tliere is indeed lomethlng hood,*' doei not wrong the mystery 
wlildi at finit 8i|;lit iiccdi explanation unlew It b aasertoil in a p e maae 
in liift words to Acacias, Epitt. p. 115, sense, Epist. p. 145. This letter 
tliat '* after the union of tlie two na. sUows bow he felt himself constralu- 
tureA,tlii4rseparatiun being annulled, ed to use the word f^vir la tw« 
we lielieve the natnre of the Son to senses, at the risk of some coulusioB. 
be one, but of one who became man. In bis letter to EukMpus he saja that 
S(c." But wliat is the ''separation an- tli« tme sense of pom f^ts was ae* 
nulled?'* The diversity which In eireiy knowledfi^, if with some obmuitf 
case except that of the Incarnation of Unguage, bj tlie Easterns, when 
k«H*p8 Godhead and ManhcNNl apart, they own«l that tlie Son of God was 
He meanK, ** CoiiHidcnul ai»art from lIimM*lf bom of a woman. Epist. 
('hrist, ' God * a»d * man ' represent p. 134. See Card. Newman, Tracts 
two bcinfTs: as Christ *God* and Tlieol. and Eccl. p. 321. Tlie Fifth 
* man ' represent one beinfr, who is Council distingublied tlie lawful from 
truly God and truly Man." The p«)int the unlawful use of this pbnue, Anath. 
Insisted on Is that our lionl is the 8 ; and Aquinas exphins it as mean- 
same "He" as He was before His ing that "natura Verb! IM camem 
Incarnation : and so /Ja ^iets b pre- unlvit sibi in persona;" Sum. 3. 2. 1. 
sently expUined by cr wp6<rmwoif. In v Ep. ad Nest. 3. 8. (IHisey, p. S8.) 
Ep. i. to Succensus he meets the ob- In Ep. to Valerian, also, he uses 
ji*ctioii, If Christ is )>erfcct man as &w6craffis as equivalent to f^rir la 
well as perfect God, man's ^va^is must the comparison from soul and bod/ 
subsist in Him : how then can there makinfir up one ((wer, a man, Epist. 
be but one ^vvis of the Word? by p. 160. Comp. adv. Orient. 8. 
expUiining ** one ^iJo-it, but that in- ^ Compare Synod. 08, 106. 
camate" as-** the one and only < Theod. Epist. 171; Synod. 05. 
Son of God, but the Son as having Surely the lilst chapter of the 8y. 
come to exist under human condi- no<Ucun, with its bitter and penrerae 
tions." Further on, he sa^-s that iniAreprescntations of this same letter 
this ^vffis berame Man : i. e. the one of C-yrirs, must have been wrong^ly as« 
Son became man. In tlic same let- cribiid to Theodoret. He did not in- 
ter he My*, ** althoufch they speak of dciHl condemn Nestorius until lie was 
the ^^is of manhood and of God. practically constrained by the Council 
head in the Emmanuel, yet the man- of Chalcedon to do so, Oct. 26, 451. 
hood became the Word's own," and lAter, in the '* libellus" addressed to 
he adds that It is best to keep to Sporacius, and in llasr. Fab. Iv. 1i, 
the Scriptural expression, ** surfcred he spoke of Nestorius with even cx« 
in flesh," althougli the proposition, cessive severity. 






176 Euiyehiani atiaek Theodorei, 

pttwwmtf aveinion to ''the Egypdvif** impelled liim to suspend com* 
manion with the see of Antioch itself^. Aod after a time, a friendly 
eonrespondeoce took place between Cyril and Theodoret in reference 
to the former's criticism on Julian's work against Christianity'. 
Here at least was common ground, on which these men, zealous 
Christians both, could meet and forget old quarrels. It was, unfor* 
tunately, their lot to be again in collision with each other, when in 
438 Cyril denounced the theology of Diodore and Theodore ^ : but 
if we may, as surely we must, set aside the '' atrocious * " letter which 
Theodoret was said to ImTC written ®, and the scarcely less scandalous 
•ermoD which he was said to have delivered, by way of a iMean after 
Cyril's death, it is reasonable to think that when that event took 
place in 444, Theodoret's feelings were not inconsistent with his re* 
ferences in 448 to *' Cyril of blessed memory'." 

But the accession of Dioscorus to the Alexandrian throne was the 
beg^ning of new troubles for Theodoret. The extreme anti-Nesto- 
rian party at Constantinople had its stronghold in the monasteries, 
and its representative man in Eutyches, an old arcliimandrite or 
abbot, who, as appears from the account of his trial in tiie No« 
Tember of 448, was in effect a personage of importance 4; while 
Theodosius II. with some high officials of his court, such as Nomus 
and Chrysaphius', gave practical countenance to men who regarded 
themselves as bound to carry on CyriPs work, and to '* stamp out " 
the remains of the conquered heresy. " Was not Theodoret himself 
open to grave suspicion ? Did he not avow his attachment to the 
teaching of Theodore ? Was he not the friend of the Nestorianising 
Ibas oi Edessa", and of that avowed Nestorian partisan, the ex-count 

^ Synod. 98, 100, 104. Mansi, ix. 295. To treat it •• genu. 

* See Theodoret*8 letter to Dios- ine would be to vUify Tlieodoret. Tlie 

eoroB, Ep. 83. extract from a *' fermon ** Is pre- 

"* See extracts from Theodoret's served by Menattor (p. 339.) ; U be. 

reply to Cjril*s censure of Theodore's gins, " No one now compels any one 

eonmeat on Psal. 8, quoted in the to blaspheme." See TUlemont, xiv. 

Fifth Genera] CouncU, Mansi, ix. 253. 784—786. 

Theodoret here reUpses into Nesto- 9 See Tlieod. Eplst. 83 and 8G. 

rianising Unguage and polemical bit- Too much stress, indeed, should not be 

temess: it was, says Tillemont, xt. laid on a respectful phrase of this 

257, " the Ust spark" of the old tire, kind : for Theodoret appears to have 

Beibre tkb, Cjrril had been informed seen no harm in ecdesUstical duplU 

by a priest named Daniel, that Theo- cities, such as he records in H. E. U* 

doret bad not '* thoroughly got rid of 29 ; iv. 11 . 

the stain of Nestorianbm : " and be ^ See Fleury, b. 27, e. 28. 

wrote in consequence to John, Synod* ' See Tillemont, xr. 438. 

210. > Tillemont, xv. 468. The charges 

■ Newman's Hist Sketches, p.359. against Ibas, made early in his epis- 

. * This letter b reckoned as Theo- copate, were renewed in 445 1 but the 

dflivt's Bp. 180, (Scbube, iv. 1362.) solemn trial at Antk>ch did not take 

It was rad hi the Fifth Counril, place until 448. 
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who writes his Three Dialogues. Vtl 

Irenaeuf, recently in the grtsX see of l^re ^? Wai it not dear that 
under the preteit of denouncing a rerival of Docette and Valentiuian 
Amdes", be was reallj atriking at 'the one nature of the Inear* 
nate?' Was he not malcing liimsdf a centre of unity for Syrian 
bishops, liolding conferences witli tiiem at Anttoch, and doubtless 
creating a crypto-Nestorian party ' ? " Some clerics of Osrhoene % 
and sonic Eutychianising monies, ambitious, as he says, of ruling 
the Church ', but witliout any cUira to consideration on Che ground 
of learning or of services to her cause \ were active In aspennng him 
as a heretic He bent himself, therefore, to the task of retorting 
this charge, and did so in a work to which he gave the names of 
" Eranwtes" and " Polymor|>hus," by way of indicating that the main* 
taincrs of the then *' nascent^" Eutychianism were but in fact, *' col- 
lectors of scraps " from " multiform** theories more or less Gnostic 
in character. Tlie book, which may be assigned to 446 — ^ \ con* 
sists of three Dialogues, known resi>ectively by the tides ** Immu- 
tabilis, Inconfusus, Impatibilis,'* and followed up by a scries of 
*' proofs " cast into a '* syllogUtic form." In the Dialogues, ** Or- 
thodox," who represents Thcodorct*s own position, b opposed to 
" Eranistcs," who stands for Eutyches, or rather, perhaps, for ^ Ru- 
tycliians" in general. The work luis been fiercely censured by 
Gamier ', as essentially, thougli not openly, Nestorian ; but Tillemont 
drily sets aside this censor witli tiie remark, ** Sa jiasinon est visible« 
et ses prcuves foibles," and ranks himself with tiiose who hold ** that 
the doctrine maintained in the Dialogues is as orthodox as that wliich 
he there combats is contrary to the belief of tlie Church *." Certainly, 
if wo compare the first two Dialogues with the critique on Cyrirs 
Articles, wc should sec that the Ktream of the writer's thoughta, 
once turbid enough under the influence of friendship for Ncstoriiis 
and hostility to '* the Egyptian," had now substantially worked itself 
cluar. And although the third Dialogue is verbally antagonistic to 
Cyrirs last Article, Theodorct seems to hold and assert what the 
Article was meant to guard. On the whole, we have in the Eranistcs 
a work of remarkable interest and of permanent value for theological 
students ; it should be read, or at least consulted, in connection with 

* Tillemont, xt. 264. of the latter part of 449, Epiftt 16, 
« Sec TlieiMi. Eplst. 82, 145. 130 : and probably in one of 447—8, 
« KplKt. 82. Ep. 83. Tillemont dates the coropo. 
7 Kpist. 87. sition before Theodoret*s confinement 

* Eplst. 81. Tillemont says, ''These to Cyrrhos, by an onler of Tlieodo- 
passa^es apply very well to Eutyclies,** sius, at the end of 447 or the begin. 
XT. 482. ning of 448, xv. 270, 275. 

* Preface to the Erani&tes. * Dissert, de Ubris Tlieodoreti, S. 6. 
^ Newman, Hist. Sketches Ui. 338. i. 13. 

* lie ceruinly refers to it in letters * Tillemont, xv. 340, 372. 

N 



178 Tlieodorefs d^ence qf him$e{f. 

the Tome of Leo and the Definition of Chalcedon. Some illustra* 
tkme of Um purport will be found in a letter written by Theodoret, 
about the same time, to Diosooros of Alexandria ^ He begins bj 
referring to Scriptural inddenta for support under the trial of misre- 
presentation, and proceeds, in effect, thus : ** I have read your letter 
to archbishop Domnus of Antioch ; I learn from it that some per- 
sons, 15 at the most, after arriving at Alexandria, accused me of 
having, in a sermon at Antioch, dirided the one Christ into two Sons. 
I wish you had not believed this fahiehood : I could appeal to tiie 
multitudes who have heard me preach before three b'ishops of Antioch 
during the past twenty-five years: neither bishop nor cleric has 
found fiuilt with sermons of mine, and the * Christ-loving ' laity have 
always listened to me witii pleasure ; tliis I say purely in my own. de- 
fence, as Pkul was * constrained to become a fool in glorying,' l^Iany 
faults have I ; but my faith, alone, as I hope, will win me pardon. 
I hold to the Niccne doctrine ; I believe one Father, one Spirit, and 
one Christ, the Son of God, who became Man, and whose Mother is 
therefore called Theotocos. * Those who diride tiiis one Christ into 
two persons we separate from the portion of Christ's servants.' In 
Christ is both Dirinity and humanity ; yet ' it is the same who was 
God before tiie ages, and Man bom of the Virgin,' as Thomas called 
Him both Iiord and God i. I have learned this from Scripture, and 
from Alexander and Athanasius, * who adorned your Apostolic see,' 
and from Basil and Gregory, &c. Tliat I 'use the treatises of blessed 
Thcophilus and Cyril, in order to stop the mouths of those who ven- 
ture to gainsay, my writings themselves bear witness.' I have quoted 
them against those who deny the difference between Christ's flesh 
and His Godhead, and say sometimes that the Dirine nature was 
turned into flesh, sometimes that the flesh was changed into the na- 
ture of Godhead. For those teachers plainly teach the difference 
between the two natures, and the immutability of the Divine : and 
while they call Christ's flesh divine as baring become the Word's, 
they rgect, as impious, the notion that its nature was changed into 
that of the Godhead. You know, I think, that Cyril of blessed me- 
mory often wrote to me ; when he sent to John of Antioch some 

' Epist 83 : Tillemont xv. 970. but Dioscorus paid no heed to bis re- 

Tbeodoret had written to DIotoorus, presentations, and when those who 

shortly before, professing adhesion to Iwd accused Tbeodoret at Alexandria 

the compact fdth CyriJ, and accep. anathematised him in fall church, the 

tance of Cyril's letter (to John) and patriarch rose and confirmed thdr 

of Athanasins' letter to Epictetns. words, Ep. 86. 

l>losconis replied by a letter to the * Here Tbeodoret departs ntteriy 

effect that certain charges had been from Theodore, who explained away 

proved against Tbeodoret, see Epist. 8. Thomas's words as a tlianksgiving 

8i. Tbeodoret then wrote Ep. 8S ; to Ood, Mansi, ix. i09. 






" Essence^* and *< Hypostasii/' 179 

writinpfs of his to be sliewn to Eastern tlieologmns, I read them with 
admiration, and wrote to Cyril, who replied to me, reeof^vmng mj 
careful study and kindly feeling ; and this letter of hit I keep. • • • 
Ijet your Holiness turn away from false accusers, and endearoor 
either to reclaim those who attempt to corrupt the true doctrine, or, 
if they are irrecUimable, drive them out of the foM. That I really 
Ixslieve as I have said, my commentaries and my anti-Ariao writings 
will show. To sum up all — ' if any one does not confess the Virgin 
to be Theotooos, or calls Chriiit a mere man, or dirides the one 
Only-begotten into two Sons, let him fall from hit hope in Christ, and 
let all the people say, Amen, Amen.'" 

In the following abstract of the argument of the three Dialogues, 
the actual words, when specially interesting or important, are girtu 
between inverted commas. 



DIALOGUE I. •• IMMUTADILIS:' 

Orthodox. '* It were better for us to be of one mind: but sinee 
you bring forward new opinions, let us amicably inquire into tlie 
truth." 

EraiiiKtcs. I need no inquiry, for I hold Uie trutli. . 

O. Su say lieretics and Pagans. Hut let us not be enslaved to pre- 
conception, but discuss the question on jmrely Scriptural grounds. 
This is to keep the strnijjht twh\. ^ow first as to "essence, hy|M>s- 
tJises, persons, properties ;" " do we say that there is. one essence of 
Go<l the Father, and of tlic Son, and of the Holy Spirit, acconling to 
Scripture and the Nicene Council, or do we follow the blasphemy 
of Arius ? 

E. We confess one essence of the Holy Trinity. 

O. Is Iiypostasis different from, or synonymous with, essence ? 

E. Is tijcre any difference between them ? 

O. Well, secular ])hilosophy identifies it with essence^': essence 
being what " is," hypostasis what " subsists." But according to the 

^ **Tlie whole Hchool of secular wliich indicates and circumscribes 

learning understands by Iiypostasis what is fi^cneral and uncircuroscribed 

notl)in(;^ else than usia." So says Je- in anything by means of manifest 

ronie, Epist. 15. 4 ; cf. Newman, properties," so that in regard to the 

Athan. Treatises, i. 70. See S. Atha. Trinity it means that which distio- 

nasius, ad Afros 4. Theodoret seems foiisl>« the Father from the Son, Ice 

to bo followinfir S. Basil, who says Epist. 38. cp. Epist. 214. 4 : 236. 6. 

expressly that " hrpostasis is not tlie Similarly S. Greg. Naz. Oral. 48. Id. 
general notion of essence, but tliat 

N 2 
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How the Word ^^ became flesV 



Fathers '» hypottans is to essence as the particular to the general, as 
spedes to genus. Hence hypostasis, in regard to Uie Trinity, means 
Person S^Father, Son, or Spirit. So what is predicated of the Di« 
▼ine natnie, as the names of God, Lord, Almiglity, is common to the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. But names denodng Persons belong 
to the Persons respectively, as Father and Uubegotten— Son, and 
Word^Holy Spirit and Pkraclete. 

E. Is not the name Spirit sometimes giTcn in Scripture to the 
Father or the Son ? 

O. Yes, to show tliat the Dirine Nature is incorporeal, and un- 
dreumscribed. But the phrase Holy Spirit means the Person of the 
Spirit. Does the word ** Immutable," then, belong specifically to 
some one Person, or to the Divine Essence ? 

E. It is common to the Trinity. 

O. Well said; for as mortality is common to men, so b immutabi- 
fity to the Trinity ' : the Son, then, is immutable. 

E. He is so. 

O. Why tlien do you interpret **the Word became flesir' as 
meaning that the immutable Nature was dianged ^ ? 

E. I do not say that He became flesh by way of change, but in 
some way known to Him. 

O. If you say that He did not become flesh by talcing flesh,— one 
of two things follows : either God was changed into flesh, or Hb 
appearance in flesh was merely Docetic "• 

E. We merely say. He was incarnate. 

O. How " incarnate ?" Explain *' became." 

E. He endured change into flesh, and became flesh. All is pos- 
sible to Him. He changed the Nile^waters into blood, &c. 

O. Yes, creatures are changed as He wills. But He cannot 
iL t. •• change ; Ho says, ** I change not ^" 

E. We must not pry into what is hidden P. 

* See on the Tome, c. 4. 

^ Th Wfi0mw9v iral r^y ISi^nyro. 

■ T)i« original is dted by Hooker 
Id note to v. 64. 4, where he mvb. 
**TWm admhrable union of (iod with 
man can enforce in that higher na- 
ture no alteration," &c. 

"* See Leo, Epiit. 1. 65, that **the 
natore of the Only.begotten U the 

nature of the Father, in the nature of sense, Epist. 144. So Ath. Epict. 5. 
the Hdy Spirit, and the undivided So S. Basil, Epist. 962. 
unity and consubstantUl equality of ' Eutyches, when questioned by 
the ererhsting Trinity is aiilce impas- the envoys of FUrian's synod in 44H, 
siUe, alike immutaUe." He adds saki that he would not ''specukte 
that if an Eutychlaa so for departs about the nature of his God,** Mansi, 
from ApoUinarianisM as not to assert ?L 728. 



the passibility of Godhead, and yet as- 
serts the nature of the Word and of 
the flesh to be one, he hpscs into 
Valentinian and Manichean Docotism. 

■ Aoic^o'ffi. cf. Ath. Ep. Epist. 7. 
Ice. All notions of any change are 
disowned by Cyril, Explan. 5, adv. 
Orient. 1. and see above, p. 50. 

* He quotes this text in the same 
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Not by any change tn Godhead* 181 

O. Nor ignore what hai been manifeited. 

E. I know not how the Incarnation took plaee. I do know that 
** tlic Word became fleah.** 

O. Yea, but waa it by change from what He waa? If ao, He did 
not continue to be wliat He had been : aa iand» in contact with fire, 
becomes first fluid, then gUss, — and ia land no more; aa grapea eeaae 
to be grai»et when made hito wine; and wine to be wine» when 
changed into Tinegar. 

E. Yes: it is just so. 

O. Is it thus, then, that He became fleah ? If ao, the change b 
indeed Tast : He cannot, of course, 1m God anj more. 

E. I said before, it is not by way of change: He eontinaed what 
He was 4, and became what He was not. 

O. But ** became " implies change if not explained to mean, He 
took flesh '. 

K. ** He took " is your invention. The text haa it not*. 

(). Did the same Spirit speak by the Apostles, aa Puil, and by the 
Evangelists ? 

E. Certainly. 

O. Pkul, tlien, may interpret the Gospel : and he says, Christ 

^ Sec above, p. 118. AtlianasiiM, in The wordi '* dwelt among US'* re- 

Orat. ii. 47, explains ** became flenh*' more all obacurity from ** became 

to mean, not tluit tlie wliole Word fleth." Exactly what Cyril had lald 

Illmiieir is flesh, but tliat "He pat in Adr. Orient. 4 1 and see Ephraim 

on flesh and became man." of Antioch, in Fhotiot, no. S3i9, 

' ** Strictly speakinff, one tiling l)e- (p. 256. Bckkcr) against tliose who 

comrs another by bcinfi^ chanprcd into explained away the phrase *' became 

that thiiifir which before was not:*' flesh." ComiMire iVoclus, in his 

[as in the case of the water which Tome to the Armenians, A.D. 435, 

l)ocame wine.] ** It is a contradic- '* Every tliinfi^ that * becomes ' eitlier 

tion that a thin^ should l>cconie comes into beings out of notliinjif, as 

R pre-existiii|2f tiling'." Dr. Puscy on the licaven did ... or is dianged from 

Doctr. of Ileal Presence, p. 232. See what it was before, as the Nile^tream 

C}TiU Quod unus sit (/hristus (Pusey, was clianfi^e<l from water into blood, 

p. 331).) It is ol>j(;ctcd by A. in that But both these modes are inapplicable 

dialogriie, that if the Word became to the Divine nature, .... tlierefore 

flesh, He no longer remained Word. . . . Scripture said ' became,' and of- 

B. answers, That is senseless I ** Be- ten used tlie word * took,' in order to 

came " does not sigcnify chanfi^e. A. sig^nify l>y the former tlie oneness of 

rejoins, Yes, it does, as when Ii0t*s the Person, and by tiie other tho 

wife became a pillar of salt. But, unchanp^e^ableness of the nature," 

says A. what if the liord *' became alludiiifc to Phil. 2. 7. So too S. Cliry- 

myrefufre?" Surely when *' became" sostom in Joan. Hom. 11. 2: *'lle 

is spoken of in refi^ard to God, it added, *IIe dwelt amonj? us;' as if 

must be understood consistently with to say. Do not infer any tliinj^ absurd 

this unchanfceablencss. And Tiieo- from * became* • . . One tiling dwells 

doret says in Dcmonstr. 1. 5. that in another." 

the "tabernacle" was the flesh it- ' Cyril had expressly used this 

self: but if He became flesh in the phrase in Ep. ad Next. 3.3, " Having: 

sense of beinic chauf^cd into it. He taken flesh from the Holy Virgin. .. ." 
did not make His tal»eniacle in flesh. 
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182 The Word assumed Manhood. 

*. t. ** took hold of the seed of Abraham V Now, had not the seed of 
^ Abraham what Abraham had bjr nature? 

B. Pitt. E. Not altogether ; Christ ** did no nn." 

O. ** Sin does not belong to nature, — but to our eyil choice *.** 1 
•aid, ** of what Abraham bad by nature,** and tliat in, both body and 
rational souL Deny this, and you fall into ApoUinarianism. But 
again ; Israelites, you will grant, hare souls and bodies ; and when 
1^41^3^ Isaiah says, ^ Thou, Israel, — the seed of Abraham," we think of the 
Jevrs not as consisting merely of flesh, but as men composed of 
. souls and bodies, and of ** Abraham's seed" as not soulless nor 

mindless, but as having all that characterises Abraliam's nature. l^ 

E. ** To say tliis is to assert two Sons." 

O. ** To say tliat the Word was changed into flesh, is to assert no 

Son. I confess one Son ', who took hold of Abraham's seed." 

E. Then Pkul and John cannot be made consistent with each other. 

O. You think so, because you do not understand, or because you 

are contentious. The two texts are quite consistent. The Word 

became flesh, not by being changed, but by taking hold of tlie seed L* 

* Theod. Epiat. 104; *'DivIn«! Godhead and Manhood: bnt wc «c 
Scripture layi that He became man, knowledge one Son, Ood the Word, 
not by a change in Hia Oodliead, but who became Man at the end of the 
by the aMumption of the human dayv.'* Epist. 104; "We adore our 
nature from the teed of Abraham." Lord Jesus Christ even after the In. 
Epbt. 116, "because tlie form of a carnation as one Son of God.*' (This p^ 
servant was assumed from f he seed hi in fact what Cyril meant by his iiU !' 
of Abraham and Darid.*' Epbt. 125, ^^if). Epist 109 ; '* They seem to \ 't 
** He took bold of Abraham's seed, me impious, who eitlier part our one uti 
He was not cluinged into it.'* Epist. Lord . . . into two Sons, or who call \ ^ 
130, that He was both "seed of Christ's Godhead and Ills Manliood yi 
Abraham and Maker of Abraham." one nature." Epist. 116; I know rt 
Compare 8. Ath. Ep. Epict. 5. Cyril not the Son of man as one, and tlie 
refers to the same text in adr. Nest. Son of God as another : but the same, 

I. 1. Expfaui. 1. In adv. Theod. 3, Son of God, and God begotten of _ 
lie expfadns it by " appropriating the God, and Son of man," &c Epist. \;< 
limlUtlons of humanitv." Observe 125; (to six magistrates;) "Our [^ 
bow Theodoret, lilce Cyril, confidently Lord Jesus Christ, one Son even after ^i 

3 notes the EpUtle to the Hebrews as He became Man." Epbt. 130 ; " AU p; 

u PiuTs. Compare p. 30. though we recognise the diversity of v 

■ See Athan. c Apollin. 1. 15. the natures, we are bound to adore )< 

* Here as elscwliere he b careful the one Son ... the same Son of ^.^ 
to dbdaim the notion of "two Sons," God and Son of Man," &c In [> 
as by no means involved In the dis- Epbt. 143, be " does not think tliat . y-.^ 
tinctness of the Manhood. See Dbl. there are any persons who actually g'^ 

II, and the tract, " That even after divide the Son, the Incarnate, into j|| 
the Incarnation, our Lord . . . b one two." Epbt. 145 ; " Because I con- ii 
Son," (Schulse, iv. 1307.) And see fess the two natures of Christ, they h^ 
Epi^ 83, "I exclude from the portion say tliat I assert two Sons ... I do 
Off Christ's friends those who divide tMt wkj two Sons," &c So at CUI- 
oor one Lord Into two Persons, two cedon, after the letter of Cyril to 
Sons. Let blm who parts the one John was read, Tb«Nloret anathema- 
Only4>egottcn into two Sons fall from tised any one who said two Sons, 
hb bope in Christ." Epist. 101 ; " for we adore one Son, one liord," 
**We know the distinction between lie Mansi, yV, 673. See above« p. 60. 
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So Christ is both God and Man. 183 

of Abraluun. You remember the promice, ^ In thy seed ihall all Gau 11. 
nations be blessed ; " it was reaffirmed to Isaae and Jacob. '- 

E, Yes, I remember. 

O. And t4iat seed " was Christ." Remember also the text, ** There |^ >- 
shall not fiul a prince from Judah." . . . Was not that fulfilled in ]^ ^ 
Christ ? 10. 

E. Yes : " Jews misinterpret sudi prophecies ; but I» as a Chria- 
tian, unhesitating:]/ take them as referring: to our Saviour." 

O. See then how Paul exhibits the fulfilment of the old promises, 
as if to say, *' God has kept His word ; — bjr assuming Abraham's seed 
(and not Ang:el8), He confirms the * expectation of the nations.* ** 
Paul also says, that " our Lord sprang out of Judah,** and tliis fact, ll«h. 7* 
recorded by Mattliew, had been foretold by Micah, whose words ^^ 
the Jews g:arbled while quoting them to Herod, by omitting, ** And Mie.5«S. 
his goings forth 7,** &c. 

E. You do well to quote the whole passage : Micah ** does iliew 
that He who was bom in Bethlehem was God.'* 

O, " Not God only, but Man too : " Man, as bom there, — God, 
as existing before the ages : " a licader," — as Man, and ** going forth 
from eternity,*' as God. So Paul calls Him both Christ sprung Rom. 9. 
from the Jews as Man, and ** God blessed for erer,** Maker and ^* 
Lord of all things as God *. 

£. But Jeremiah calls Him God simply, ** This is our God . • • Bamdi 
lie was seen on earth, and lived among men*. Not a word about ^^»^* 
flesh, or manhood, or man. 

O. " What is the use of arguments ? Do we not believe that the 
Divine nature is invisible ? " 

E. Unquestionably. 

O. How then could It be seen without a body ? Does not Paul i Tim. i. 
say, " whom no man hath seen nor can see ?" ^7* 

E. You cite an apostle against a prophet. Does the prophet speak 
falsely ? 

0. No, both expressions arc from the same Spirit. 

E. Then let us consider how the Invisible was seen. 

. 7 This need not, sAyit Dr. Mill, He called Him 'who is*. .. He calliHi 

(on Mytii. Interpret, of the Ooypels, Him *Ood' ... He called Him *bless- 

p. 321.) be n»cribed to " roaliffnity." ed* ... He colled Him 'for ever.* 

■ Quoted also in Tlieod. Epist. 83. Since then we have Christ, and one 

(to Dioscorus) and in Epist. 146, and who is God, and blessed, let us adore 

151, to prove the Divinity of Christ. Him,"&c. 

See above, p. 58 : and see the elabo- * A confusion between Jeremiah 

rate comment at the close of Pro- and Banich, which he af^n makes in 

chi»*s Tome, Mansi, v. 486. "He Kpist. 151. So Ambrcwe, de Fide, L 

called Him 'Christ,' ... he called 28. Athanasius cites the text cor- 

Him ' of Jews according to flesh ' . . . rectly in Orat. c Ari. iL 49. 
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184 God was seen through His flesh. 

O. ** Do not gire me your bamao reasoiungs ^ ; I follow Scripture 
* alone.** 

E. If you cm soWe tlie difficulty by Scriptures, I sball acquiesce. 

O. Well: I quoted Pftul as to tbe true sense of Jobn (1. 14.) I 

1n« now quote him as to how God was seen 4>n earth. ** God < w|tf 

'^. manifested in flesh," &c His acts tbroujj^b tbe flesh revealed His 

power, and eren the Angels beheld Him tlirough that medium. 
Iffatt. E. But they ''always behold God's face." 
'^ O. They are said to see God as men are said to hare seen Him ; 
Abraham, Moses, Isaiah, and other prophets, who yet never saw His 
id-flL very Self, but only what it was possible for them to see. 

E. You mean that " tlie benignant Lord measures His rerelations 
by the capacity of the beholders ? " 
b Hi O. Just so. God b shown by '* resembhmces,'* by media of re- 
presentation. 

E. This is not clear : do you mean that those favoured persons 
who ** saw God " did not see His essence ? 
jMn O. Undoubtedly. What tliey saw was not His nature, but ** cer- 
*-) tain visions adapted to their capacity.** So with Angels ; not even 
they can behold ''that Divine Essence, which is uncircumscribed, 
unoomprehended, inconceivable : they only see a certain glory adapted 
to their own nature.*' But when God became Incarnate, tlien they 
saw Him in " real living flesh," which was like a veil. 
E. " Veil ** is a novelty in language. 

O. You cannot have read Scripture witli due care : Paul expressly 
w 10. calls Christ's flesh a veil. '. 

E. That is decisive. [> 

1. 49. O. " Then do not charge me with novelties.'* Agdn, the pro- 
phecy about Judah refers to Christ's flesli as a garment. '* He shall 
wash his garment in wine, and his mantle in the blood of the grape.** 

E. The patriarch was speaking of clothes, not of a body. ^ 

O. Did He then ever wash His clothes in wine? 
E. Did He ever so wash His body ? 

O. S|)eak, I beg, with more reserve. There may be some pre- 
sent who are uninitiated *. — Did He not call Himself a " vine ? ** is not 

^ A MMTt of retort, lee above. The not Sr. But Cyrfl eridentlT read Sf, 

Batychiana profettcd to distrost spe- Expl. 8 ; de recta fide ad Theod. c. 7. 

calationi, and to ding to tliis or Scliol. 10. See Hammond, Textual 

that text, or this or that dictum of a Critidsro of N. T. p. 106. 

Father. 8ce an important note (by Dr. ' 8ee Newman's note in Atban. 

Newman) in Oxf. TVansl. of Flcury, Treatises iL S91 : and TVacts Tbeol. 

voL m. p. 940. ** Orthodox" means, and Ecdes. p. 267. 

.**It b my torn to protest against • Nvrrur^t^r. Abintoftbe'<Dis. 

' bwnan msoninn ' on your side." dpUna Arcani " (for which, see New- 

* Tbeodoret, therefore, read Of^t, asan's Arians, p. 51.) See allittion 
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Mystical $en$e iff ** wme,** •* breads" l[e. 183 

the fruit of the rine made Into *< wine ? " Did not Uood and water 
flow from His side ? Here then was a fulfilment of the prophecj ; 
tlie '* garment," that is, Hb body, was ** washed in the blood of 
the grape," that b, the blood of Christ the true Vine, whidi flowed 
from tliat body on the cross. For as we call the sacramental ' firnlt 
of the vine, after its consecration, ** the Ijord's blood,^ so the blood 
of the true Mne was called * the blood of the grape.* 

E. You haye given an interpretation both mystical and dear. 

O. Now, another proof: Gods, you know, called His own Body 
" bread." Did He not elsewhere, call His flesh ** com ? " 

E. Yes: ** Except a com of wheat fidl into the ground and die,** 8.Mn 
&c "•**• 

O. But in the institution of the Mysteries, He called the bread 
** body," and the mixed drink ^ ** blood ;" wliereas, naturally. His 
body would be called "* body," and His blood ^^blood.** 

£. Unquestionably. 

O. Hut our Saviour changed the names, and gave to His body 
the name of the symbol S and to the symbol that of His body. So 
liaviiig called Himself a *' vine," He called the symbol "* blood." 

E. True : and why did He make tills change ? 

O. The initiated understand that it was because ** He denred the 
communicants not to attend to the nature of what th^ saw, but by 
means of tlic diange of names to believe In the change effected 1^ 
grace. For He who called tlutt which b by nature body * bread/ 
and called Himself a * vine,' honoured the virible symbob with the 
title of ' body and blood,' not having changed thdr nature, but added 
grace to their nature''. Now, of what is that moKt holy food a 
symbol ? Of the Deity of Chrbt, or of His Body and Blood ? " 

E. Doubtless, the latter. 

O. Spoken like a lover of truth. Christ, in taking the symbol, 
said not ** This is My Godhead," but " Thb is My Body i." Then 
He had a body ? 

to it even in the Church-historian gunge. Comiiare the Athanashui 

Sozoinen, with reference to ** the phrase, *' (^od'ii body,*' &c. p. C4. 

inyNteric.%" viii. 5, and still more ^ Compare S.Justin M. Apol. 1.65. 

atrikinf^ly wlivn he tells us that he 8. Ircnacus v. 2. 3. on the *' mixture.** 

had been disniinded by pious friends * Here Thcodorct numns, our liord 

from inserting the Niccne Creed into called His own body bread, (as Ha 

his work, because such matters were railed Himself a vine) and called bread 

onlyfor**initiatedandinitiators,"i.20. His body, in order to fix attention on 

' Literally, "mystical." Cp. 8erm. the sacramcntil as distinct from the 

Mi\jor, 36, to the same effect that the natural character of the bread, 

garment means Christ's body, and ^ See a similar passage in Dial. U. 

wine His blood ; and that He called which states more fiilly what Thoo- 

wine His blood, though it is the blood doret believed as to the Eucharist, 

of the grape. * Here he is adopting an expreuion 

f Tliis is dearly anti-Ncstorian lan« of Nestorius : Cyril adv. Neat. iv. 6. 



186 Christ had a true body. 

E. ^ Wen, I call Him bodiless ». I say the Word became flesb.** 

O. Thdy, I am *' filling a cask that has holes.". After all our ar- 
gument, back you come to tlie same point ! You quote the Evan- 
^ geljst*s phrase: but I interpret it by Paul's, e.g. **ETery high 
l^ priest**— &c And he distinctly says that Christ, as a Priest, had '' a 
body prepared for Him to offer.** He does not say ** Thou* hast 
^ changed me into a body.** And tlus body, Matthew teaches, was 
formed by the Spirit. 

E. Therefore what was bom of Mary was a body only. 

O. Vou do not eren obsenre the wording, far less the meaning. 
The reference is to conception not to birth. Well, I hare shown 
bow PmiI interprets the Psalmist: Christ as man b a Priest ; as a 
Priest, He had to offer a sacrifice ; He could not offer anything but 
His own body ; therefore He had a body. 

E. I cannot admit that He assumed a body. 

O. As far as I see, this b the old error of Gnostics >* and Mani- 
cbeans: or worse, for they nerer said that the immutable nature 
was changed into flesh. 

E. Abuse is not Christianlike. 

^ O. ** I am not dealing in abuse : I am contending for truth, and 

am sorry that you dispute about what is beyond all doubt.** But you 

remember in a Psalm, written witli prophetic foresight of the cap- 

tirity, and full confidence in those promises which spoke of a ** seed of 

, 4. Darid,'* who was to be ** established for erer.** 

E. This referred to Solomon. 

O. Was Solomon, then, the ^ seed** spoken of to the patriarchs ? 
Was it in him that ** all nations'* were *' blessed ?** 

E. Then to Zerubbabel^ 

O. You go from one extreme to another — from Gnosticism to the 
Jewish ** faction:** like all who leare the right path, you wander 
hither and thither. 

B Cp. Ath. c ApoIIin. i. 10 1 the by Valentinos and Bardesanes, and 

ApollhiarbDi "wished to sappreas the Marelon, and Manes." See also Ath. 

word body.** Theodoret, in KpUt. 130, Ep. EpicL 7. c. Apdlhi. L 3. 19 : U. 3. 

onoCcs the reference to the **body of • It is carious to see Theodoret 

Jesus " In the Gospel narrative of the here ascribing to EranUtes that same 

burial. disposition to minimise the MessUnic 

■ E.g. ** who was made of the seed dement in the Pudms and Prophets 

of Darid aeoordiug to the flesh, &c which was one of the offensive fea* 

See Theod. Epist. 82 ; and again tures in Theodore's system of inter- 

Epist. 125, that since the Godliead pretation. ''Omnes psalmos," sajs 

is bnpassible, Christ most have bad a Leontios of Theodore, '* Judaic^ ad 

hnman nature wliich could suffer t Zorobabelem et Esechiam retuUt, 

otherwise ''there would be MmKit in- trilras tantum ad Uominom rvgectis." 

•M«d of reality, and the great mystery Galland. xU. 687. Here Theodoret 

of tlie eeooomr would be seen to be differs widely lirom Theodore. See 

fturrmwUu This myth was p ro d uced his ** FnsfiUki in Ptalnos." 
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He wa$ predicted a$ Heir qf David. 187 

E. ** lUilera*' liave no part in God's kingdom. 
O. But PmiI on occi^n uied terere lAnguage. And I may well 
UM ity when you are advocating tlie Jewbh n^gadoa of Um AIcm- 
anic tenM of these prophedei % and applying them to mma who died 
and paMed away, ai the whole DaTidic line lias done* 

E. Are the Jewish so-called «" patriarchs** of Darid's Uneage ? 

O. No,— of Herod*s ; but eren they are gone; their government 
]iassed away long ago P : whereas the prc^heqr apoke of One who 
should reign for ever, — that One being sprung from Dnvid* Yet 
we know that God cannot lie. How then, in the &ee of &cIb, esn 
we prove tliat He has kept Hb word to David ? 

E. The prophecy must refer to Christ. 

O. Very well : now observe, in the middle portion of the pealm it 
is said of this great King, the Son of David, *" I will make HU thraoe 
Ui be as tlie days of heaven, &c. 

£. None but Christ can be the subject of this promise t. 

O. Tlien, if the promise cannot fail, and the Jews have m> Drnvidie 
kingdom left, Christ, as Man, is the seed of David. 

K. I admit it. 

O. Then His Manhood b proved. See too the words ** I hare set bkfi 
Him for a Leader to the natmns,** and the other pasmge, ** A rod ^ 
from Uie root of Jesse." ^ " 

E. I take that of Zerubbabel. 

O. Even tlie Jews did not so take it'l Tlie context suits no mere 
man ; for all the powers of the Spirit rest on the Person intended. 
And at the same time, the context indicates Him as really man, 
excrcitung judgment So that part of the prediction reUtes to hu* 
manity, part to Divinity. The passage also p«>iuts to a general unioa 
of all classes under His rule, men of diverse characters in one fiuth ; 
and tlib is fulfilled in our experience, for Christbns of all rlssnfs, 
the Sovereigns of the world inclusive, have one ** bath," one teach- 
ing, one mystical Table, the same portion as believers. It showa too 
that He b not God only, but also Man, a ** rod from the root of 
Jesse." 

£. Did the apostles own Christ to be of David's seed ? 

O, Yes, Peter did ; Hb testimony would suffice, for the confesmon 

r Sco Cod. Theod. xvi. 8. 29. and seed to which He Is laid, in the 

(iotliofi*cd dates the extinction of this very beginning of the Gospel, to be. 

patriarchate between 415 and 429. long." 

Cp. Milmau's Hut. Jews, iii. 87. ' **Tlie reference** of Isa. 11. 1 flT. 

% See Jico, Epist. 30. ** It is of no ** to the MessUh is plainly affirmed ia 

use to call our Lord, the Son of the the Targum of Jonathan.** Vy% 

Blesftcd Vb-gin, * Man,* if we do not Smith, Script. Testim. to Mesabli. 

believe Him to be Man of that race L 259. 
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18S ChriitU Manhood must be reaU 

uttered by him alone called forth Christ's approYal. But Paul says 

a. the same in sereral passages. The distinction talccn, *' according 

« to the flesh,** shows that Christ was not man only, but God before 

the ages*. 
>• £• StilU I hold by ** Tlie Word became flesh.** 

O. So do I,^in its right meaning. If the Word took nothing 
firom our nature, God's promises are fidsified, the prophedes haye 
fidled; the Natiri^ is unreal^; our faith is Tain; the Resurrection 
has nof nused us up to hearenly pUces,** The Evangelist interprets 
himself. The context proves that the Word did take our nature, 
remaining immutably God's only Son. Compare Paul's words, 
^ **Who being in the form of God," 5ic; it is a parallel passage. 
Both of them teach that He Who was God assumed human nature 
for our salvation. Not Jews only, but His own disciples spoke of 
Him as Man, 

E. I see all this. But explain how He was made ** in the like- 
ness of men." 

O. What He took was not the likeness, but the nature of man : 
** form,** in either case, means nature ". *' Lakeness of men*' means 
that while He was God, He appeared to be man. 

£• How did the Fathers understand John's words ? 

O. Scripture ought to suffice. But I will give quotations ; (quotes 
Athanasus to Epictetus, c 8. &c. Gregory of Nazianzus, Ambrose, 
Flavian of Antioch, Gelasius of Ciesarea, Chrysostom : — ) I would 
add Diodore and Theodore, but that you are prejudiced against 
them*. But take Ignatius 7, Iremeus, Hippolytus, Methodius, Eus- 
tathius of Andoch, Athanasius, (de Sent. Dionysii 10. 12: Scrm. 
Major de Fide 3, .36, 1 : Ep. to Epict 2, 7 Basil, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Amphilochius. 

£• The Eastern authors quoted agree with the Western. But I 
see that they make a broad ** division." 

O* You should not insult men of whom some actually listened to, 
and knew, the Apostles. But I will give you quotations from the 
author of your own heresy, ApoUinaris'; in his ** Compendium " 
he distinctly says, Christ was not changed into flesh, but became 

■ Compsre c Apoinn. i. 13, SO. ten, althongh for bis part he had 
* litomlly, ** The Virgin is inper. written in tlicir defence. 

fltMNU** (a pbnse borrowed from Atb. ^ He refers to Ignatlasas having 

Bp. Epfet. 4.) in that she oiTered to been consecrated^ the right liand of 

the Incarnate God nothing of our na- Peter, Ep. 151. These qvotations are 

tare.** Cf. 6. Basil, Ep. 261. imporUnt hi the Ignatian controver* 

■ On this see above, p. 116. sy, Ep. Ignat Smvrn. I : Eph. 18, 7* 
> 8o hi Eirfst. Iff, in 449, he ex. Trail. 9. 

plains to Msliop Ireocns why be is ■ See bis Hist. v. 8, m to the "root'* 
Rfraialag Irosi quoting those wrl- of Monopliysitism. 






Hi$ ^ (Uiumption ofJU^tT admUted. 180 

flcdi in a** nobler ** WAJ, in Uuil Helook to Hiniaelf lledi, and becnae 
one with it ** by compoMtion.** Ebewhcre he deniea aoj ** altcfrntmiv 
traniktion, or Incluaaon of tho holj Power of God :** he nys* ** Wis 
adore God, — who aesumed fieih from die Virgin, and tberdbre if 
God according to the Spirit, Man according to fleah ;** and iaanoCfacr 
work, **We confese that the Son of God waa made Soo of Man, not 
nominally Iwt really, having aatumed fleth from Marj." 

£. I did not know that Apoilinarie Mdd this.. 

O. But now you lee that eren Apollinaris rqieatedly cBfOwned 
the notion that the Word was changed into flesh ; and ** tfM tfsdple 
is not abore his master.** 

E. I admit that the Word is Immntable, and that He aawwd 
flesh. Let us go on to the next subject to-morrow. 

O. Yes, — and think orer the points on which we are now agreed. 



DIALOGUE IL " INCONFUSUS.'' 

■ 

E. Here am I, according to promise ; and you most either anawer ' 
my questions, or assent to what I say. 

O, I accept your challenge. But first let us recollect the point aft 
which we left off, and what our discussion tends to. 

E. We agreed that the Word remained immutable, and took fleah* 
but was not changed into flesh. 

O. You state the case like a lover of truth. 

E, As I said before, it would be absurd to differ from such eminent 
teachers. But tlien I was much impressed by your quotations from 
Ajiollinaris, alUiough in his work *'on the Incarnation*' he took a 
wholly different line. Tlierefore I agree with you that the Lord 
took flesh. 

O. Well, — what flesh? Body and soul, you will own. But 
what soul ? the rational, or the vital and animal ? For Apollinaris 
makes that distinction ; he says that man is composed of body, and 
vital soul, and mind. But Scripture recognises only one souM.8. Laks 

E, You have proved that each man has but one soul. <iL^*A! 

O. Apollinaris says, two: and that the Word assumed the irra-26; 
tional, hut was Himself instead of tlie rational ; which soul then do ^c** A^ 
you tliink He assumed ? 

* SoeTheod. EpUt. 145, that Apol- Compare Uddon, Some Elementt of 
linarii took hii distinction between Religion, p. 99. See on e. ApvlUn. L 
^vxi and r«i^r from Pftgan pliilosopby. 1 4. 
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- 190 Chriit must be called, not only '' God/' 

£• Following Scripture, I say, He assumed a reasonable soul. 

O. Yes: He took ^'tbe form of a serrant" in its completeness. 
For He had to repair the image which was wholly impaired K 

E. True. But I want to clear away an ambiguity. Tell me, are 
we to caU Christ •« Man?'* 

O. Both God and Man. ** God the Word, baring become Man, 
was called Jesus Christ*.*' Before the Incamadon He was spoken 
of amply as God, Son of God, tlie Word, Life, Light. But after the 
Incarnation He was called Jesus and Christ. 

£• Then, since He became Man, without being changed, but re* 
maining what He was, we must call Him simply what He was, God. 

O. ** God the Word was, and is, and will be, immutable : but He 
became Man by taking human nature. We ought therefore to ac- 
knowledge both natures, that which took and tliat which was taken.** 

£• ** We ought to name Him from His higher element.** 

O. Is man, as a liring being, simple or compound ? 

E. Compound, of body and soul. 

O. Which is the superior of these natures ? 

E. Soul. 

O. Man, then, should be called from his higher nature. 
(^ E. So he is ; e. g. '* Israel went unto Egypt witli 75 souls.** Here 
the men are called souls '. Elsewhere we read, ** My Spirit shall nut 
7L always abide in these men, because they are flesh," meaning sensual. 

O. Is man nerer called ** flesh'* except in an inridious sense ? 
Think of Paul, — ** I conferred not with flesh and blood,** expUined by, 
*^ ** the apostles,** And *' to Thee Khali all flesh come ;*' whereas some 
18. times man is called *soul* when censured, as, "Tlie soul that sin- 
Deth, it shall die.** This proves that where two elements are com- 
bined by an union of two natures, the composite whole may be named 
after the lower as well as after the higher element. 

E. ** But what compels you to call our Saviour * Man ?* * '* 

O. The opposite heresies, Arian and Sabellian. **The former di- 
rides the essence', the latter confounds the persons.** Must not 
different diseases be cured by different treatment ? 

^ Comp. Ath. c Apollin. 1. 7. On interprets " became flesh" as ■■*' be- 

thos retracing the effaced colours of came Alan." 

tiie picture, §tit de Incam. Verbl 14. • Tlie Eatychians feared that to call 

* Here it the essence of what S. Christ Man might be equivalent to 
CyrD had contended for. calling him a Man, a hvman person. 

* See Eplphanios, Ancoratns, 78 : See above p. 97, 152, 

Gregory Nadanien, Epist. 1 01 . Cyril ' literally, •< essences." Of course 

Alex, says, Schol. 97, that Scriptore thb plural does not mean that there 

sometimes describes man by one part are two essences of the Father and the 

of Us being, sometimes by anotlier. Son, as there are, in the next dause, 

as 8. Lake a. •and Dent. 10. 29. He distinct hypostases. 
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but alio "^ Man/" 191 

E. Ye». 

O. We hare then to penuade the Arian, that there b one E a genc e 
In God, and die Sahellian, that there are three PterMna^ — bj diflbreBl 
phraaes. 

£. Yes: hut are we not wandering from our p<^t? 

O. No: you will soon tee that we hare been gathering materiab 
for iu decision. Have all heresies owned hoth the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

£• No : some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have aclmowledged a part of His humanity. 

E. Yes ; but tell me die names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c. have denied Christ^s humanly : Ar- 
temon, Theodotus, Pkul of Samosata, &c. His Divinity. Ariua* and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a predpiecy without trying to 
rescue them? 

E. No, it would he inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ^ 
ent plants need various training. 80, different errors must be dif^ 
ferendy treated. What then must be prescribed for the l*hodniaua 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treadng of the Incamadon widi Arians, or Eunomians, 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And wliat must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — diat the rational soul is not 
separate from die animal. 

O. Gnosdcs too and Manicheans, — what do they believe and what 
deny ? 

E. They tell us they believe in Christ's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall have to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory*. 

E. That will be our duty. 

0. Then we shall tell diem that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man," 

r A mUtako as to Arias, see New. muscles, bile, &c. 

man, Tracts Tlieol. and Rccles. p. 258. ' Kcd fi^ ^turraalw r^y Bttav otVoro-- 

^ lie enumerates as diseases, suf- fiiw KaKttv, Cf. Ath. Bp. Epict. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of Apollin. i. 3. 
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192 Scripture calU Chriit "^ Man!' 

E. Just 80. 

O. Indeed! but how can we bid them call Him*' Man," if we our- 
■dTet decline to call Him so ? They will convict us of inconsistency. 

£• We do not agree with them : for we own that the Word aa- 
•amed flesh and a rational soul. 

O. ** If we confess the thing, why avoid the name ?" 

E. ^ Christ ought to be named from what is ** more honourable.*' 

O. Follow that out, and, you will give up calling Him ** crucified** 
and ** risen.*' 

E. No : for those words refer to His Pkssion, to deny which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name *' Man** is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — therefore, to deny the Pku»ion, — tiierefore, to 
annul our salvation. 

E. ** I deem it important to recognise the nature which He as- 
sumed. But to call the Saviour *Man* is to impair the Lord's 
glefy>'.'* 
■ O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
self a man, or than Peter and Pkul who so spoke of Him ? 

£• Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 
the largest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there are Jews, Pkgans, and ooufitiess heretics, and they 
must all be approached witii teaching which will suit their cases. 
But, waiving that, tell me what harm b done by calling Christ 
** God and Man ? ** Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
film? 

E. It is. I have often said so. But ** to call Him * Man* is, I 
think, superfluous, especially when Christians converse together." 

O. Paul and llmotiiy were Christians, and Paul calls Christ 

. !• ** Man*' in a passage where also the very name *' Medutor" implies 

that He Is Man as well as God K He is Mediator, because, as God, 

He Is conjoined to the Father as having the same essence, — and, as 

Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 

E. Was not Moses called ** a mediator ? ** 

O. He was a Qrpe of the Mediator, but no type comes up to the 
7. reality. He was not by nature God, but he was ^'appointed as a god 
to Pharaoh.** . 

^ See tbb quoted in Newman's nan nature/' Newman, 1. c 

Atlian. Treat. iL 148. ed. 2. A sort * So Theod. in loe. Hie doctrine 

of wiD-wonhip or misdirected reve- of the Mediator b let forth in 8. Iro- 

rence is here bidicated as the motive ncos, iii. 18, and S. Augustine de Civ. 

of EatTcbians. Eatychcs himself Dei, ix. 15, and Sermons S40 and 883. 

woold call Christ man, bnt (on a lilce Compare WUberforee on the Incar- 

pretext) •^refoMd to adndt Hb hn- naUun, c. 7, p. 144. 



mtmiwm'^mvmmmmmr^ 



Case qf Melchiiedec. 198 

£. But is that a ^ type** which hit not the clear impretnon* of the 
archetyfie ? 

O. The £roperor*8 imagen are ** types'* of the lifing Emperor; 
but they lack life aod reason, and they only represent the bust** So 
Moses b a mediator as an imag^ or type, Christ is a Mediator as the 
reali^. But remember how MelchlMdec Is treated of in the Epistio 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Clirist. 

E. (repeato Heb. 7* 1—19.) 

O. You hare done well to redte the passage entire* Now doe^ 
this description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and reality? 

£• ** Who durst separate what Pkul has combined ?** 

O. You mean that tlie description does apply to Melchisedee in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Fatlier alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** without fatlier or motlier, without be- 
ginning or end," &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. *' Tho passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidation.'* 

O. Paul means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is t)ie archetype of Melchisedec'* Consider the points of resem- 
bhuice. Had Christ a lather according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O, Had He a mother according to the Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is " without genealogy'' in tliot His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, then, does tliat language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To Iiim as to a type ; to Clirist in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

G. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to the economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. *' An image ouglit to represent the archetype." 

*" Xapatcrrjpaf, Cf. IJeb. i. 3. * Sec Theodorct, ** Quod . . . onicui 

" See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 5. Filius ftit*' (Schulze, iv. 1311.) *He 

Athan. Treatises, ii. 175, ed. 2. is witliout father in regard to His 

* So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and is without mother 

^^ci for ** In reality." Cp. p. tfC. as Qod." 

O 
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7. 



LI. 



14. 



O. Does not Pkul call mm an ^ image of God ?** On your show- 
ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, undrcumscribed, incomporite: 
to crcatei to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in jMin, or 
taigrjg — nor to dn, 5ic. 

£• Man is not God's image in all points. 

O. But b whaterer points he is, he inll be found to come short 
of the reality. 

£• I grant it 

O. Pkul calls the Son ** the Image of the Invisible God.** 

£. What ? has not the Son all tluU the Fadier has ? 

O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotten 4. 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the archetype has. 

£• It is true. 

O. In this way, then, is Melchisedec said to hare been ** made like 
unto the Son of God." 

£• Granting other points, how shall we understand his ** not baring 
beginning of days," &€. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in reg^ard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after his order, ** offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

£• We have had a long discusdon about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

£• Let us return to our point. 

O. Where* were we ? 
^ t. £. You had cited *'The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
right to call Christ not '* God " only, but also ** Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
oaght to call Christ ** Man," as well as *« God ? " 

£. I call Him '* God," for He is God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also caUed Himself 
•• Man." 

£. The name ** Man " does not befit Him so well as ** God," be- 



4 See Atban. de Synod. 49. ** what tber/' Compare Pearson on the Creed, 

it predkated of the Fattier is predU iL 43, on thU use of the term** cause," 

ested also in Scripture of the Son, quoting S. Basil, Rpist. 38. 4, Ire. 

CKcepCiiig only the being called Fla. Cf. 6. Greg. Nas. Orat. i3. 7. 
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Need of owning Chriit to be'' ManJ* 105 

auiM the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Han to the 
* dispensation '.' 

O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal ' ? 

E. It is true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His beeoming 
man, the name " Man ** is a true name for Him. For, having as- 
sumed human nature. He was called ** Man.", 

E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. ''By Man came also the Resurrection,*' l^*!** 
meaning, of course, Christ ^ " Do not let us think ourselves wiser * 
than tlie great preachers of trutli.** 

E. ** I do not so think : but I do not see the need of the name." 

O. You must use it in order to concert Marcionites and Manl« 
cbcans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to them as officers to soldiers ? Have not they to fight 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreover, as we said, 
t)ie physician has to add to nature the quality whicli it hicks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was what 
the Lord did, 

E. Where, — how? 

O. VfhsX did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O, Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He said to them; " Many good works have S.John 
I shown you," and the rest of the passage. ^o' ^^"^ 

E. But there lie did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the f(»rmer. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^* ^> 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not '* Son of 
David," but " i^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers \ 

' T^f otKOfofilas, Cf. Athan. Tome, • See I^eo, Epist. 59. 4. '* Ho who 
7. docft not admit tliat the Only-bcg^ot- 

* ^oyreuridBri, ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Lonir before, in tlic letter to the Davidioo Virginis is alien from the 

— -- - " ,»t 

» 

the 
GoKpol of the fc^^ncration of Jeaus 
Christ was called man, tills among Christ, Son of David . . . according 
the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 

02 



* Liong uciorc, in uic luucr to uie i^aviuiao rir^inis is aiiun iroiD iii 

Kuphratesinn Monks, (Ep. 151) while whole mptery of Christian religion:' 

fiercely attackinp^ Cynl's Articles, and Ep. 72, '* Be not ashamed of th 

Theodorct had cited texts in which GoKpol of the irencration of Jesu 
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106 Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. Too do not attend to tlie paisage. He uked, ** How is He 
. tlien Hill Son ? ** He did not say, *' He is Urd, mo/ Son." He ask- 
ed, "* How is He his Son ? ** as if to say, *« In one respect He is 
Lord, ID anotlier He is Son.** Tills prores tliat He liad both tlie 
Godliead and the Manhood. 

£. ''No need of arguments. The Jjord disUncUy tauglit thali 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did He not so teach the Canaanitish woman, the 
Uind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom- 
modating Himself to die weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
fectly believe. But now that He b risen, these names are obsolete. 

O. Was Paul one of die perfect, or of die imjMfrfect ? 

E. ** We ought not to joke about serious diiiigs." 

O. ^ Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles.** 

E. ** ^Vlio b so wretched as to neglect liis own salvation ■ ? " 

O. Answer my question as to PkuL 

£. Clearly he is a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he s|>eaks of Christ as '* of die 
u !• seed of David." I could cite odier texts, hut I think it would be 
superfluous. 

E. You promised to show diat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
yoo liave said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere exixtence of His flesh, seen, as eadng, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He said after His 
k* Rrsurrecdon, *' Behold my haiidfl and my feet 7," &c. ** Now I have 
^ fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge Hb two Na- 
tures." 

£. ''Tliere were two before the union: but when they came to- 
gedier, they conndtuted one nature *." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

£• At His concepdon. 

O. Was die Word precxistent before the concepdon ? 

like, Ep. ad Suoe. 2. duit blfln«Ml PhuI tain." Ep. Pest. 80. 

had described the descendant of Abnu f Quoted by liCo, in bis Tome, e. 5, 

haa, of Jews, of Davkl, as Lord of and in his second Tome or EpUt. 165. 

gkNy, Ice. ■ Tbb was the proiKisition to which 

■ Observe tlie spMtoal importance Eutycbes adlicred at tlie Conndl of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. Constantinople in 448. See Mansi, vi. 

So, e. g. & Atbanasius, after ename- 744 ; Pleury, b. 97, c 28. He thought 

rating the canonical books, says, tlien, as Diusoorus thought at Cbatoe- 

^ These are fountains of salvation, so don, (Mansi, ri. 684,) that be was 

that he who thints may be satUted hoMing fast to 8. Cyril, •.«. ad Suec. 

with the ondea which th^ eon. 1. (BpUt. p. 137.) But Cyrfl's eon. 
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The Incarnation involves ii. 197 

E. Yc«, before %\\ ages. 

O. Was the flesli also preexistent ? 

£. By no means *. 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the AnnttnciaUon ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then there were not '* two natures before the uniony** but only 
one ^ ; only tlie Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incarnation, or the beooni« 
ing Man, from the union ? 

E. No. 

(). Kight: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

E. So it ap|)ear8. 

(). And the assumption involved the union ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Well : if then tlie union was the becoming Man, and He be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took Uie 
form of a servant, then before the union tliore was one nature, i. c. 
the Divine. 

E. Hut is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You juKt now admitted it. 

E. '* You misled me by your arguments." 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Iiicar^ 
nation differ from the union in the nature of the thing ? 

E. Very much. 

(). Explain more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. The very names prove it. '* Incarnation" means, tlie assumption 
of Hesli : " union," tiie conjunction of things that were sc|»arated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

to\t nhows tliat what he meant was, the human nature of Chmt had ever 

*'Tiic one Son, or Christ, is indivi- exiHted apart from His Divine lVnH>n. 

fdbh^ after the union." Sec above, Hphraim of Antioch followed lieo and 

p. \7o, The<Mloret here, (i'liotius, no. 228, 

* Eranistes disov^'ns this Apolilna- p. 2i7t) and ur^ed tliat the flesh had 

rian tiieory, for wliiclk see above, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to tlie Word, and that to af- 

^ 'Mt is as impious,** »AysI'<^o in his lirm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. C, ** to say that the Son of was in effect to Nestorianize. To the 

<jio<i was of two natures before the objection of the Severians, " A ^v0-ir 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist i,i^vw6<rrarotf therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to mxy two ^wrnt='**io say two I'er- 

mnde flesh." From ids Kpist. 35 we see sons," ICphraim replies, (1) that ^J. 

that he suspected Eutyches of imaji^in. ins is often predicated where ]M!rsoii- 

\u^ the soul of Christ to have preexist, ality is out of the question, (2) tluit 

cd in luuiven: but apparently Eutych(*s in man there is a ^i/<rtr of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a f^v<rts of soul, but no uno would 

in the abstract, conceivable inde|MMi. call either b(Mly or soul a ^^rr«#«s, 

dently of the Incarnation : not that ib. no. 22U, p. 20<>. 
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198 "^ Tioo Natures afler the Union/' 

O. The union, tben, took place in the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

O. If, Uien, not u moment intervened between the asRomption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *, then there was one nature before the union, 
that is, the Incarnation, but after the union two '• 

£• I say that Christ was *' from two natures." But ^* two na- 
tures" (3uo ^utrccs) I do not say*. 

O. Well, but how is He ** from two natures ?" Is it like the case 
of silver gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
Tcr) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that the mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
viohite even after the union '. 

£• Where does Scripture teach this ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not then, admit the existence of the properties of each ' 
nature ? 

£. Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn thlM from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

• Quoted by llookitr, v. 52. 3, note. Manxi, vi. 748. 

'Tlieodoret,Dcmonstr.2.1,**Tlif»se * Tliis illustmtcs the siibstitntion 

who belieTe that after the union one at Chalcvclon of *' in two natures/* 

nature of Godhead and Manliood waa for tlie inadequate ** from ' two na- 

ronstituted, destroy by this tlieory the tures." See Oxf. Tnnsl. of Fleury, 

properftn of the natures : and to des- vol. iil. p. 373* note. Dioscorus at 

troy them Is to deny both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 

the coofusloo of the united elements ' from two/ not the ' two/ MansI, 

forbids us to think of flesh as flesh, or vl. 692. It Is obsenrable that in this 

of God as God. But if, even after the first session of Chalcedon the profes- 

uoioo, the difference between these sion of the deceased Flavian, that the 

dements is distinguishable, then no one Christ was ** from two natures *' 

confusion has talcen pUice, but the after He became man, had been ap- 

union Is without contusion. But If proved by Leo*s deputies, and by other 

this is granted, the liord Christ Is bishops, Mansi, rl. 680. Yet even at 

not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FUvUa 

bibiting each nature unimpaired.*' made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 

At the Coundl of Constantinople In da and Seleucus of Amasia had said 

448, Florentius, the Patrician, with 'Mn two natures," lb. 685. 

FlavUn and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So FUvUn in his 2nd letter to 

Entyches in vain to admit ** two na. I^eo ; ** Eren in tlie unton the pro- 

tarea alter the union." Basil (by his pertles of tlie two natures remain en. 

own aeooont at the ** Robbers* meet- tire." So Leo in the Tome, c 3, 

Ing,") told Butyches that to assert " Each nature retains Its own mroper- 

one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Ep. 35, 

adding to nature the term ** incar- ** Sic assnmpCam naturam beatincans. 

Bate," was to confoumi the Godhead ut g^lorlfieata In gkirificante pcrm». 

«f o«r one Lord with lib flesh, neat." 
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O. John says, *' In tlie beginninj^ wu the Word,** &e. Do yoa &M 
say tills of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before ^' ^' 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not aeporate 
Him from the flesh which was united to Ilim. 

O. '* Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word. But netther 
do I make the union a confusion." 

£. I know of one nature after the union f. 

O. When did the Evangelists write, — before or after the umon ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Blat- 8. Mil 
tliew^s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature? Im- ^* ^* 
possible. 

£. '* When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons.'* 

O. " No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I have learned 
the difference between the Godhead and the Manhood. But do 
you, who say, ' one nature after the union,' try to harmonize this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
ill the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

£. Take care I tliat sounds like " one nature after the union.'* 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both Uiese tilings to 
Christ. 

£. I too admit this. 

O. ** But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it '." But if Christ is '* one nature," 

« Similarly, when Thpopliilus, sent yet wc liave to take acroiint of the 

by the Council of Constantinople to qualities of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Eutyches, had elicited dihcern by the gaze of pure faith to 

from Him the admi»«ion that the In- what the humility of the flesh is pro. 

carnate was perfect Man as well as nioted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect (ioti, and had then said to him, l>ends down : what tliat is which is 

** If these two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without the 

Son, what hinders us from sayinf^ ' one Word, and what that is which b ef« 

Son from two natures?"* Eutyches fected by the Word not without the 

answered, ** Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ i.s from two natures, 1j lussap^e in I.ieo*s Tome, c. 4, ** Ag^it 

^vfftoKoytTy rhv Qi6v nov" above, enim utraque forma^'M He adds, c. 

p. IbO. But Eutyches owned Christ 8, ** As the liord of migcsty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

his letter to S. l«eo. (Leo, Ep. 21.) eternity is equal to God b said to 

*> See above, p. 1 82. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Com{>nre l4*o, Epist. 1 G5. 6; *'A1- of i'erson remaining, one and tlte 



though therefore in the one Lord 
Jesus Christ, true Son of God and 



same, without separation, b both 
whole Son of Man because of the 



man, there is one I'erson of the Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 
and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Go<lhead with the Father." 
raoD without severance or division, This letter was written August 17, 
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DiitinetUm between the Naturee. 



horn can things so opposite as existence in the beginning and descent 
fipom creatures be appropriated to it? And consider tbisi is God 
the Word to be called the Malcer of all things ? 

E. ITes, so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£• The sixth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

E. Twen^, I think. 

O. From Abnduun to Christ how many are reckoned by Mattliew ? 

£• Forty-two. 

O. How can Christ, if He is << one nature,*' hare been the Crea- 
tor, and also hare been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam^s descendants ? 

£• ^ I hare said before that both the former and tlie latter pertain 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate \** 

O. ''Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of tlie 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature of the Word u one ; 
but I know also, that the flesh, by employing which He became in- 
carnate, is of a different nature. And I tliink that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incarnation inroWe any change ?" 

£• I know not how He became incarnate, but I believe He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance I Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after Ho 
became incarnate. Divine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to be undiangeable. 

O. ^ It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

£. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of Uie Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which the nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is anotlier. 

£. Clearly. 

O. Was He tlien turned into flesh ? 



458, after Timothy ^the Wemel** 
luui written to the Emperor Ijoo, ae- 
cminf^ 8. I<eo of Ne»torUni^Df:. On 
the meaning of ** oommunimtio idio. 
matnm" or •* antiilotb,'* which I>a. 
maicene, iU. 5, cmlb a vc^ixi^^ivrtVt 
tee above, p. 59. 

^ Cyril*s phrase, beliered by him 
to be Atbanaaian,— lee above, p. 174. 
Here Theodorrt implidtly acrrpta it, 
bat in a lense of hia own, as meaning. 



tlie Word's own nature, HisOmlhoail, 
is one: He lias not two Oodlioads. 
But what C}Til meant by tlie phrase 
is repeatedly, in substance, admitted, 
or eren urged, by Tlieodoret. In 
Epist. 126 he says tliat no Christian 
teacher " ever hoard of anr one who- 
asserted one nature of flesh and God- 
head:" and cerUlnly Cyril did not 
tills, but the contrary. 
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Analogy of Soul and Bodg m mom* 201 

E. Dy no meant. 

O. Then, by your admlMicn» the natarei were not eonibinidedt 
but oontinued entire. One EfMigelint deneribei DiTimtj, nnocber 
Humanity, as belonging to the one Chrinl. He Himaelf ealla Him- 
self now *<Son of God,** now "^Son of Man.'' Now He bonows&uh 
His Mother as Hb parent; now, as Lord, He rebukes her*. Naa-^^i* 
reth and Capernaum are His eonntry ; yet He b ** before Abraham s.Mi 
was.** This proves •• two natures.** J J« 

E. To say two natures is to say ^ two Sons.** 

O. Then to say that Ptol was oompoeed of soul and body is to 
say "two Ptails".** 

£• The case is not paralleL 

O. I Icnow that. In the hitter case the union b natural of tMngs 
eontempomneous and created * ; in the former, it b a tnpematural 
worlc of grace. ** But though the union in the latter caae b naturU, 
the properties of the nature remain inviolate.** 

E. If the properties remained unmixed, bow does the aoul rei|iure 
nourishment with the body ? 

O. The soul does not require it. But the body whieh reoebes 
▼ital force from it, feels physical wants until death. 

£. Surely hunger and thirst belong to tlie soul ? 

O. If they did, tlie soul would feel them after the death of the 
body. 

£. ^Vliat arc the properties of the soul ? 

O. To be rational, simple, immortal, invUible. 

£. And of tlie b^dy ? 

O. To be composite, visible, mortal. 

E« And from tliese two Uie man b constituted ? 

O. Yes. 

£. Then we define man, a rational mortal animal ? 

O. Confessedly. 

E. And we name him from this and from that set of qualides ? 

O. True. 

£. As then we do not divide the man, but call him both rational 
and mortal, so we must ascribe to the undivided Christ wlxaX b 
Divine and what is human. 

* 'Af 8«nr^n}f iwiriiiSu Perhaps no one to this day has called Paul two 
Tlicodorct WAS thinking of Atlian. Pauls, because he has a soul and a 
Orat. c Arian. ill. 4U as well as of body.'* Compare Epbt. 130. 
ChryHostom on S. Jolin ii. 4. • So that Tlieodoret held *' Creati- 

* This analogy (employed in the anixm.** See Udibn, Some Elements 
Quiainqne) is used by Thcodoret of Religion, p. lOi. Theodoret does 
with the Mime illustration from Paul, not mean to deny that the union in 
in Bpist. 1 4;i. '* Every man has an im. the Christ Is In a true sense fwcut^* 
mortal soul and a mortal botly ; anil 
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202 ^ PrcperiUi qf the Two NalureiJ' 

O. This if my argumfint: but you hmre not worked it out accu- 
ntelj. ^Fhen we think of the human soul, do we not iipeak only of 
what belong to its acdyitjr and nature ? 

£. res. 

O. So also as to the body? 

E. Yes. 

O. But when we speak of the wliole living l>eing, we ascribe to it 
both sets of properties alike* 

E. Escellentiy said. 

O. So when we speak of Christ's ** natures,** we assign to each 
what belongs to it ; but when we speak of tlie "Person,** we must 
ascrilie to Him alike what belong^ respectively to the natures, so as 
Co attach both sets of properties to Christ*, and call Him both God 
and Man, Son of God and Son of Man. 

£• I agree with you that Christ's Person is one, and that to it be* 
long what b Divine and what is human. But to say that in speaking 
of the natures we must assign properties to each, seems to me to 
dissolve the uiuon P. 

O. You did not think so in regard of properties of soul and body. 
Do you not admit the parallel between (1) soul and body, (2) Christ's 
Godhead and Manhood ? Is there, then, a union without confusion 
in (1) and a confusion in (2) ? 

£• Assuredly, Christ's Deity, and also His flesh, are infinitely 
superior to soul and body : yet, I say, " After tho union, one 
nature.** 

O. But to say this is grossly inconsistent with the admitted analogy. 

• See also Epist. 104, that both these two patriarchs the latter layi, 

ciasaei of expressions belong to the ** All the fathers ascribe rk M^Awiwa 

one Son ; the one to Him as God, the r^ Mpiim^, r^ et^ 8) tA ^tio,*' and 

other to Him as Man. So says Cjrril, the former combines Leo's " Aglt 

Epbit. p. 117, 134, 150. See above, ntraque forma,'* &c with the next 

p. 1 03. Compare the FormiUarj of 438 passage, ** Unas idemqne est vere Dei 

with Leo, Epist. I(t5, quoted above. Filios, et rere hominis Ftilias," and 

9 Some snch difficulty was found by his *' Tenet . « . proprietatem suam 

bishops of Pidestine and Illyricum, at ntraque natura " with a preceding 

the Chaloedonian Council, in certain statement, *' Idem . • . Unigenitus .... 

passages of 8. liCoN Tome. e. g. natus est de • . . . Maria Vhrgine.** 

** Each form fulfils, In fellowsbin with This brings us to the question of the 

the other, what belongs to It ; that is, " Theandric Mpy^ut,** which is ex. 

the Word works what belongs to the phdned by Damascene,iii. IH, to mean. 

Word, and the flesh performs what not the blending of two ** energies *' 

belongs to the flesh," ke. By war of into one, but a joint action of the DU 

reply, the archdeacon of Constantino- vine and the human. Hence he will 

pie read passages from Cyril's Epik. not allow the ** Theandric enerfQr" to 

ties to a simikr purport, Mansi, vL be called '*one." Compare S.Tho. 

971 IT. compare Eulogius's defence of Aquin. Sum. 3. 9. 10, and Card. New. 

the Tome in Photlus, qo. 8S5. p. 842, man in A than. Treatises, ii. 4 1 8. ed« 9, 

and Ephraim's, lb. B#. 829, p. 8S3. Of and Robertson, Hist. Ch. IL 483. 
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The hunum a$nrted agaimsi ArioMM. 803 

E. I too ATuid the word ^'eonfiirioii.'* But to nj ^«^ mtarci ii 
to me like nying Vmo Soni. 

O. 1 avoid the two prectpicet% boCh fusioD and diTinon. '"I tbink 
it equally irreligious lo doubt the one Son and to den/ the daility 
of natures.** But, if an Arian was to tell joa that Che Son wu 
inferior to the Father, quothig ^ Father, if it be poerihle» Ae.* hew 
would you meet him ? 

E« I should say thu was spoken ** eeonomicallj.** 

O. But he would answer by referring lo the ** oeooomie" ■athro-^ 
pomorphisms of the O. T. 1:1 

E. These *' economies'* are different. That of the O. T. it- 
Utes to words, that of tlie N. T. to things. 

O. He would rejoin : ** What things ?** 

E. ** Things relating to the Incarnation '• The Son of God, being 
made Man, exhibits both by words and things, now Hie icsh, now 
His Godhead : ** e.g. in the text before us, the infirmity of fear. 

O. Suppose lie were to say, ** He assumed a bodj onlj, Hk God- 
head supplied the pUice of a soul ?" 

E. I should quote, '* My soul is troubled,** &c. g, j 

O. Very apposite and ingenuous. But if he quoted ** Your feasts ^^ 
Bly soul hatcth ? ** *^ 

E. I should rejoin, The O. T. speaks of God as having a mouth, 
eyes, cars, or liaiids also. And if in the Incarnate Christ soul does 
\ '{ not mean soul, neither does body mean body ; which is i>ocetiem *• 

O. An Apollinarian might ask, '* What sort of loul ?** 

E. I should say, — I know only of one soul. But If you think 
there are two, the rational and the irrational, Christ had a soul 
which " increased in wisdom ; " therefore a rational soul. S. I 

O. Bravely done I you have ^ dissolved thai miion, and the much ^^ 
talked of * fusion S* not only in two ways but in three.** You have 
not only distinguUhed Godhead from Manhood, but have distin- 
guished between two parts of Manhood. This makes not two, but 
three natures. 

£. I had to meet those who deny the assumption of flesli, or soul 
or mind, and also those who debase His Divinity. 

O. Just so : you have been defending my position. 

£. How so ? I deny that there are " two Sons.** 

O. Did you ever hear me affirm it ? 

£. You do so by affirming " two natures.** 

O. Tlicn, asyofi say tliree natures, you say three Sons. 
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^ Compam Theod. Eplst. 109. r^i oUo^ofitat fiv^^imw, and we tball 

» Often caUed an Eoonomyt cf. the not differ from Marcion." 

.".?;/• -/ * 11* rocani, such a ooncqiUoa of 

EvptOk^rrai ^amraaU rh /ctya the " union " as involves a foaioii. 
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Manhood not absorbed by Godhead. 



E. I ooold not otherwiM meet the opponents. But I deny ** two 
natures ** to exist ** after the union.** 

O. How ean you make but one ? is it one made out of two ? or 
OM sunrifingr another ? 

£• The Deity remained, the Manhood was absorbed by it. 

O. A Heathenish and Manichean fancy, at once impious and 
absurd. How could the simple, inoomposite, uneircumseribed nature 
absorb the nature it assumed ? 

E. As the sea might absorb a drop of honey ^. 

O. Sea and honey hare much in common; but Godhead and 
manhood are infinitely different. But I will show you cases of things 
which are *' mingled '," yet not ** confounded." 

E. ** Who ever heard of a mixture that was no mixture ? ** 

O. I will convince you. IJght b diffused everywhere, except in 
some dark caverns: and is thus ** mingled'* witli all the atmosphere, 
which, when tlius illuminated, is itself called light. But the atmos- 
phere remains what it was, moist or dry, &c So iron, coming into 
eontaet with fire, ignites ; the fire penetrates its whole essence ; but 
this ** complete union 3^'* docs not change the nature of the iron. 

E. Yes, it docs change it. ** The iron is regarded as no longer iron, 
but fire : indeed it possesses the active force of fire '.*' 



" Kmrw0iipai. The characteristic 
^^Eotjrchian" assertion. Cp. Hooker, 
▼. 53. S. Demophilns, Arum bbbop 
of Coostantinopfe, had once said in a 
■ermon that Chrfait's body was ab- 
sorbed by His Divinity, as a pint of 
milk wooM be lost when poured into 
tbe oorrno, PliUostorg. ix. 14. 

' An instance of tbe use of " min- 
gfing " for *' uniting without confu- 
skw." See p. 188. 

f Allading to the description of the 
Personal Union as &«^a, admitted by 
the Easterns, see Cyr. adv. Orient. 4. 

" Tbeodoret might almost seem to 
be referring to a celebrated passage of 
8. Cyril, translated at p. OiG, and com- 
mented on at p. 175, of Dr. Posey's 
*« Doctrine of the Real Presence.*' 
Cyril wishes to show how the life- 
iriving Word, by uniting ** Acsh " to 
Himself, coald make that flesh life- 
iriring. He takes two comparisons. 
** Dip a little bread into wine or oil, 
or other liquid, and you will find it 
has become full of that liquid's quality. 
When iron comes into contact wiUi 
fire, then it is filled with the active 
force {iw9py§tmt) of fire, and being 
Iron in its own nature, teems with the 
power of 6rt,** Then he carries on 



this thouffht to the Holy Eucliarist. 
"God (the Word,) infnses a power 
of life into the elements, and changes 
them with a view to the energy of 
His own flesh . . . that the body of 
Life might be found in a life-giving 
seed." I.e. as is oil to bread, or fire 
to iron, so is tlie Word, as Life-giver, 
to His flesh, and so (without pressing 
the paralhdisro to extremity) is Hw 
flesh to the elements. There is a cer- 
tain interpenetration of B by A, which 
causes B to communicate A. As in 
the two illustrative rases, so in regard 
to the Incarnation and the Eucharist, 
a true reUtion established between A 
and B produces an "operation" of 
A through B, but without pnjudce 
to the *' nature " of B. 8o that Cyril 
would entirely agree with Tlieodoret 
as to the permanence of the "nature" 
of the flesh and of tlie Eudiaristic ele- 
ments. It may be added that in 
Scliol. 10 Cyril illustrates the Incar- 
nation from fire which penetrates 
wood, does not make it cease to be 
wood, but "transfers it into the power 
of fire, and carries on Its own work In 
it, and is reckoned one with it:" 
so Tbeodoret says of red-hot gold, 
^pist. 145, that it has the colour and 
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Need of owning Christ to be ^ Man/* 105 

cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Han to the 
* disiiensatjon '•* 
O. But if that dUpensation true, or unreal * ? 
E. It if true. 

O. Well then, if it in true, and if it ie identical with HU beeomin|^ 
man, the name ** Man ** b a true name for Him. For, having «•• 
sumed human nature, He was called *' Man,*'^ 

£. Only before His Panion. 

O. No, after it also. **By Man came also the Resurrecdon," |p^* ^ 
meaning, of course, Christ*. ** Do not let us think ourseWes macr * 
than tlie great preachers of truth.** 

E. '^ I do not so tliink : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to conYert Mardonites and Mani« 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to tliem as officers to soldiers? Hare not they to 6glit 
and keep their ranks under our lendenihip ? Moreover, as we said, 
tlie physician has to add to nature the quality wliicli it lacks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was what 
the Lord did. 

E. Where, — how? 

O. ^Vliat did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what lie said to them ; " Many good works have S.John 
I shown you," and tlic rest of the passage. ^' ^*~ 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^* ^^» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not *' Son of 
David," but " I^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers*. 

' T^f oUoi^ofilat, Cf. Atban. Tome, * See I/eo, Epist. 59. 4. '* Ho who 

7. docs nt>t admit that the Only-bcgut- 

* ^ayraoritLiri* ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Lung before, in the letter to the Davidicio Virginis is alien from the 
Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) wliilu whole m^-stery of Christian religion:'* 
fiercely attacking Cynl'i Articles, and Ep. 72, '* Be not ashamed of the 
Theodoret had cited texts in which Gospel of the fc^uieration of Jesua 
Christ was called man, tlds among Chnst, Son of David . . . according 
the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 
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11K> Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. You flo not attend to tlie passage. He asked, ** How is He 
, tlien His Son ? ** He did not say, «« He U Ix>rd, not Son." He ask- 
ed, ** How is He his Son ? *' as if to say, <* In one respect He is 
Lord, in another He is Son.? Thb proves Uiat He bad both the 
Godhead and tlie Manhood. 

E. ''No need of arguments. The Jjord distinctly taught thaf. 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did Ho not so teach the Canaanitish woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom- 
modating Himself to tlie weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
fectly believe. But now that He is risen, these names are obsolete. 

O. Was Paul one of tlie perfect, or of the imiMfrfect ? 

E. *' We ought not to joke about serious tilings." 

O. ** Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles." 

E. '* Wlio is so wretched as to neglect Ids own salvation ■ ? " 

O. Answer my question as to Pbul. 

£• Clearly he is a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he speaks of Christ as ** of tlie 
S. seed of David." I could dtc other texts, but I think it would be 
superfluous. 

E. You promised to show tliat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere existence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He sud after His 
Rrsurrection, '* Behold my bauds and my feet 7," &c. *^ Now I have 
fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge Hw two Na- 
tures." 

£. ''Tliere were two before the union: but when they came to- 
getlier, they constituted one nature '." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was the Word preexistent before the conception ? 

like, Bp. ad Suoe. 2. tluit blevcd i'liul tain." Ep. Fe»t. 89. 

had detcribed the descendant of Abra. r Quoted by Iieo, In hit Tome, r. 5, 

bam, of Jewi, of Davkl, as Lord of and in lib second Tome or EpUt. 1G5. 

gkNry, &c. ■ Thb was the proiMwition to which 

* Obtenre the spbitnal importance Eutychcs adhered at the Conncil of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. ConsUntinople in 448. See Mansi, ri. 

So, 6. g. 8. Athaoasios, after ename- 744 ; Pleury, b. 27, c 28. He thought 

imthig the canonical books, says, then, as Diosoorus tliought at Chalce* 

** TbcM are fountains of salration, so don, (MansI, vL 684,) that he was 

that he who thirsts may be satiated holding fast to 8. Cyril, e.g. ad Slice, 

with the oracles which th^ eon- 1. (Birist. p. 137.) But Cyril's con* 
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The Incarnaiion involves it. 107 

£. Yc«, before all ages. 

C). Was the flesh also preexistent ? 

£. By no means *• 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the AnnanciaUoii ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then there were not ** two natures before the uniont'' but only 
one ^ ; only tlie Godhead, that nature which is eternal, aiid existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incaruationy or the beoMU- 
iiig Man, from the union ? 

E. No. 

(). Kight : for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

E. So it ap|)ear8. 

O. And the assumption involved the union ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Well : if tlien tlie union was the becoming Man, and He be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, then before the union tliere was one nature, L e. 
the Divine. 

E. ]3ut is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

E. " You misled me by your arguments." 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does tbe Incar- 
nation diflcr from the union in tlie nature of the tiling ? 

E. Very much. 

O. Exphiin more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. The very mimes prove it. *' Incarnation" means, tlie assumption 
of flesh : ** union," the conjunction of things tliat were sc|iarated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

text allows tliat wliat he meant was, the human nature of Chmt had ever 

**Tlic one Son, or Clirist, U iiulivi- existed apart from Him Divine Terftuu. 

Bible after the union.*' See above, Kphraim of Antioch fulloweil lieoand 

p. 175. ThiHMloret hero, (i'hotiiis, no. 22H, 

• Eranistes disowns this Apollina- p. 217 f) and urf^ed that the flesh luul 

rian theory, for wliich see above, no existence wliatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af. 

^ " It isasimpious,"saytiIjco in his firm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. G, *' to say tliat the Son of was in clfert to Nestorianize. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severians, ** A ^writ 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist i,ifvw6<rrarotf therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to tuty two ^vtf'cifB**to say two I'er. 

made flesh." FroinhisKpist.do wesee sons," Kphraim replies, (1) that ^ij. 

that he suspected Eutyches of im<a|;^in. <rtt is often ]>redicated where person- 

infif the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (i) that 

ed in heaven: but apimrentlyEutyclies in man there is a ^i/0'ir of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a ^u<rit of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable inde|M^n- call either btnly or soul a dv^rrarts, 

deutly of the incarnation : not that ib. no. 'J'J'J^ p. 23ii, 



mmm 



». 



198 « Two Natures after the Union/' 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

O. If, then, not u moment intervened between the asRomption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *, then there was one nature before the union^ 
that is, the Incarnation, but after the union two '• 

E. I say that Christ was ** from two natures.'* But ** two na- 
. tores" (3uo ^utrccs) I do not say*. 

O. Well, but how is He '* from two natures ?" Is it lilce the case 
of siWer gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
Tcr) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that tiie mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
violate even after the union '• 

E. Where does Scripture teach this ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not then, admit the existence of the properties of cai:h ' 
nature? 

£• Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn tliiM from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, V. 53. 3, note. Manxl, vi. 748. 

'Tlieodoret,Dcmon8tr.2.1, ''Those • Tliis illustnitcs the substitution 

who belieye that after the union one at Chalcvclon of ** in two natures,*' 

nature of Godhead and Manhood was for tlie inadequate *' from ' two na- 

constituted, destroy by this theory the tures.*' See Oxf. Tninsl. of Fleury, 

properttn of the natures : and to des- vol. iii. p. 373, note. Dioscorus at 

troy them is to deny both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 

tlie confusion of the united elements ' from two,* not the ' two,' Mansi, 

forbids us to thinlc of flesh as flesh, or ri. 692. It is obserrable that in tliis 

•f God as God. But if, eren after the first session of Chalcedon the profes- 

union, the difference between these sion of the deceased FUvhin, tliat the 

dements is distinguisiiable, then no one Christ was *' from two natures *' 

confusion lus talcen place, but the after He became man, liad been ap- 

union Is without contusion. But if proved by Leo*s deputies, and by other 

this is granted, the liord Christ is bishops, Mansi, ri. 680. Yet even at 

not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FhiTian 

biUting each nature unimpaired.** made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 

At the Coondl of Constantinople in da and Seleucus of Amasia had said 

448, Rorentius, the Patrician, with «Mn two natures," ib. 685. 

FlarUn and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So FUrian in his 2nd letter to 

Entyches in Tain to admit *' two n*. J^eo ; ** Even In tlie union the pro- 

tnres alter the union." Basil (by his perties of the two natures remdn en. 

own aeooont at the ** Robbers* meet- tire." So Ijeo in the Tome, c. 3, 

Ing,") told Butyches that to assert " Each nature retdns its own proper, 

one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Ep. 35, 

adding to nature the term *' incar- ** 8ic assnmptam naturam beatificans, 

nate," was to confound the Godhead ut glorificaUa Ui glorificante pcrma- 

«f o«r one Lord with Hb ileah, neat." 
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O. John says, ** In the beginning wm the Word," &e. Do yoa S-M 
say tliis of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before ^* ^* 
all ages ? 

E« These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not aepante 
Htm from the flesh which was united to Ilim, 

O. ** Nor do I seiwrate the flesh from the Word. Bat neither 
do I make the union a confusion.'* 

E. I Icuow of one nature after the union f . 

O. Allien did the Evangelists write, — ^before or after the unku? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Mat- &Mai 
tliew^s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one natore ? Im- ^* ^' 
possible. 

£. '* When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only*begotten 
Son into two Persons." 

O. '* No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I hare learned 
tlie difference between the Godhead and the Manhood. But do 
you, who say, * one nature after the union,' try to harmonize thb 
with the prologues of the Gosjiels. Now both these things, existenee 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

£. Take care I tliat sounds like *' one nature after the union.** 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both Uiese tilings to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit tliis. 

O. '* But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and asaign- 
iiig to each what belongs to it *." 13ut if Christ is " one nature," 

f Similarly, wlicn TlicopliiluA, sent yet vre have to take account of tlio 

by the Council of donstantinoplc to qualities of the acts themselvea, and 

confer with fiutyches, had elicited dihcern by the g^e of pure faith to 

from Ilim the admii^ion that the In- what the humility of the fleah U pro. 

earn Ate was {>erfect Man as well as moted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect (tod, and had then sidd to him, l>cn(U down: what that is which is 

** If the»c two perfects make up one dune by the flesh not without tlio 

Son, what hinders us from saying * one Word, and what that is which is ef. 

Son from two natures?**' Eutychus fected by the Word not without tho 

anHWcred, *' Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ h from two natures, 1j passage in Ijeo's Tome, c. 4, ** Agit 

^wrio\oy*7)f rhi^ QUp hov" above, enim utraquc forma.'*^ He adds, c 

p. IbO. But Kutychcs owned Christ 8, ** As tho l^ord of migcsty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

his letter to S. l«eo. (Lieo, Ep. 21.) eternity is equal to God is said to 

^ See above, p. 182. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Com{inre Uh), Epist. 163. 6 ; " Al- of Person remaining, one and tlie 

though therefore in the one Lord same, without separation, b both 

Jesus Christ, true Son of God and whole Son of Man because of the 

man, there is one Person of tho Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 

and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Go<lhead with the Father." 

mon without severance or divUion, This letter was written August 17, 
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210 Chrui's Deity impasMle. 

E. Who was it thmt suffered ? 

O. Our Lord Jesus Christ. 

E. Was it tlien a man that saved us ? 

O. Why, did we admit that our Lord was Man only ? 

£. What do you helieve Christ to be ? 

O. The Son of the liring God, made Man. 

E. Is God*s Son God ? 

O. Yes, God, liaring the same 'essence with the God who begat 
Him*. 

E. ** It was God, then, who endured the Pasaon." 

O. '* If He was crudfied incorporeally, then ascribe the Passion 
Co the Godhead '.** But if it was by talcing flesh that He became 
Man, why not say that what was passible suffered ? 

• Contrast Theodore, explaining the name of " God the Word.** 
the 8onthip as adoptive, Mansi, ix. Under the influence of this tensitire- 
21 ], and as coottitiited by preeminent ness lie did not see tliat, since tlie In- 
rirtoe, ib. 217. He also said tliat the carnation, ail sinlent hnman conditions 
Man was Son by pjaoe, the Word be- were eqnally predicable of ** God the 
ln|r Son by nature: tltat Jems was Word" witli doe explanation, cqiuUly 
** Son of God " in a hi|cher deipree non-predicable witiinot it. In thb 
than othera, bnt was eqnally with eontext, however, Tlieodoret is evi- 
them a Son by icrsoe, ib. 919. dentiv bent on confutinfc those wlio 

' See Tillemont, xr. S53, that while would infer tlie passiliility of the God- 
*' he refuses to admit the expression, bead in the Incarnate from the phrase 
* The Word suffered In flesh,' on the which he attacks. All that he con. 
ground tliat it is obscure, open to a tends for is eonulned in Cyril's own 
Teiy bad Internretation, and not au- words In the great epistle which had 
thorised l»y Scripture, he at the same been received with such applanse at 
time acknowledges its Catholic sense the Coundl of Ephesus, Ep. ad Nest, 
in a very clear manner, and only 2. (Pusev, pp. 6, 8) *' The Divinity U 
njects what all the orthodox reject- impassible and incorporeal t but since 
ed. Yet it Is strange that he did not tluit body which bad become proper 
approve of an expression whirii it is to Him (God the Wonl) suffered, He 
easy to find In Scripture, which was Himself is said to have suffered this for 
commonly used In the Church, and us, for the Impassible One was In the 
which was based on the maxim which suffering body. And in the same way 
he hfanself establishes in his Dialogues, do we think of His dybg, for God the 
*that the union of the two natures Word is by nature . . . Immortal . . . 
makes the names common." In fiict, but since His own body • . . tasted 
this contention of Tlieodoret*s Is in- death for all men, lie U said to have 
consistent with his prerious admission suffered this death, &c*' In the Epis- 
astotheOneParsonality. If the phrase tie to John, Cyril sa}'s, <*We all ac 
**God suffered in flesh,'* Is altogether knowledge the Wonl of God to bo 
inadmissible, so is the Pauline sUte- impassible, althougli He Himself, ar- 
ment that *' tlie Lord of glory was mi- ranging (o/icovo^Mr) the mystery with 
dfled :" so is the sUtement that Go<l all wisdom, u seen to ascribe to Him- 
was bom in flesh, or that Mary was selfthe sufferings which befrll His own 
Theotocos. If these statements are flesh; therefore PftcrMys, "Christ ha v- 
orthodox, the phrase censured has a ing suffered in flesh,** and not in the 
good meaning. Bnt this may be nature of the ineffable Godhcnd ; fur, 
urged in Tlieodoret's behalf, that the in order tliat He might be believed to 
ApoUinarian controveny had made betheSariourofthe whole(r£r5A«r) 
men spedally sensitive as to any as- He refers to Himself, as I said, by an 
sedation of one particuUr human economic appropriation, the suffer- 
conditkm, that of paasibiiity, with ings of His own flesh.** Cp. Cjrril, Com. 
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Analogy of Soul and Body in man. 201 

E. Dy no means. 

O. Then, by your admlssicn, tho natures were not eonfimnded, 
but oontinued entire. One Erangeliiit describes Divinity, another 
Humanity, as belongings to the one Christ. He Himself calls Him- 
self now *<8on of God," now "^Son of Man.** Now He bonoors &uki 
His Mother as His parent; now, as Lord, He rebukes her^. Naia- ^^1* 
reth and Capernaum arc His country ; yet He is ** before Abraham & Jiki 
was." This proves «« two natures." t.4« 

E. To say two natures is to say ^ two Sons." *'*' 

O. Then to say that Pbul was composed of soul and body is to 
•ay "two Pauls"." 

E. Tlic case is not parallel. 

O. I know tliat. In the hitter case tlie union b natural of thinfrs 
contemporaneous and created * ; in the former. It is a supematuiml 
work of grace. " But though the unu>n in the latter case is natural, 
the properties of tlie luUure remain inviolate." 

E. If tlie properties remained unmixed, how does the soul reipiire 
nourishment witli the body ? 

O. The soul does not require it. But the body which recdvos 
vital force from it, feels physical wants until death. 

E. Surely hunger and thirst belong to the soul ? 

O. If they did, tlie soul would feel them after the death of tho 
body. 

E. What are the properties of the soul ? 

O. To be rational, simple, immortal, invisible. 

£. And of the body ? 

O. To be composite, viKiliIe, mortal. 

E. And from these two tlie man is constituted ? 

O. Yes. 

E. Then wc define man, n rational mortal animal ? 

O. Confessedly. 

E. And we name him from this and from that set of qualities ? 

O. Ti-ue. 

E. As then we do not divide the man, but call him botli rational 
and mortal, so wc must ascribe to the undivided Christ wliat is 
Divine and what is human. 

' *Ar 8((nr<(ri}r jviri^a. Perhaps no one to tliis d«y has called Paul two 

T1ieo<lorct was thinking of Atlian. Pauls, because; he has a soul and a 

Orat. c. Arian. iii. 41^ as well aa of body.'* Compare Eptst. 130. 
ChryHOstoni on S. John ii. 4. " So that Tlieodorct held ** CreatU 

* This analogy (employed in tlio aninm.*' Sim: I «iH(lon, Some Elements 

Quiciinque) is used by Tlieodoret of Religion, p. lOi. TI»«)dorct iloea 

with the same illustration from Paul, not mriin to deny tliat tlie union in 

in Epist. 143. " Every man lias an im. the Christ b in a true sense ^v^uti* 
mortal soul and a mortal botly ; and 






202 << Properiies qf the Two Natures J' 

O. This is my argument: but you have not worked it out accu- 
rately. When we thinlc of the human soul, do we not Hpealc only of 
what belongs to its activity and nature ? 

E. Yes. 

O. So also as to the body? 

E. Yes. 

O. But when we speak of the whole living being, we ascribe to it 
both sets of properties alike. 

£• Excellently said. 

O. So when we speak of Christ's ** natures,** we asngn to each 
what belongs to it ; but when we speak of tlie **Person,** we must 
ascribe to Him alike what belongs respectively to the natures, so as 
Co attach both sets of properties to Christ*, and call Him both God 
and Man, Son of God and Son of Man. 

E. I agree with you that Christ's Person is one, and that to it be- 
long what is Dirine and what is human. But to say that in speaking 
of the natures we must assign properties to each, seems to me to 
dissolve the union P. 

O. You did not think so in regard of properties of soul and body. 
Do you not admit the parallel between (1) soul and body, (2) Christ's 
Godhead and Manhood ? Is there, then, a union without confusion 
in (1) and a confusion in (2) ? 

£. Assuredly, Christ's Deity, and also His flesh, are infinitely 
superior to soul and body: yet, I say, '* After the union, one 
nature.** 

O. But to say thb is grossly inconsbtent with the admitted analogy. 

• See also Epist. 101, that both these two patriarchs the latter says, 

riasscs of expressions belong to the " All the fathers ascribe r^ hwOpAwwa 

one Son ; the one to Him as God, the r^ MpAwif, r^ e«^ Zh r^ Sclo," and 

other to Him as Man. So says Cyril, the former combines Leo's " Agit 

Epint. p. 117, 134, 150. See above, utraque forma," Ice. with the next 

p. 1 63. Compare the FormuUry of 438 passage, ** Unus idemque est rere Dei 

with Leo, Epist. lf»3, quoted above. Filius, et rere hominis Fiilius," and 

9 Some such difficulty was found by his "Tenet . • . proprietatem suam 

bishops of Palestine and lllyricum, at utraque natura " with a preceding 

the Chalcedonian Council, in certain statement, " Idem • . . Unigenitus .... 

passages of 8. liCoN Tome. e. g. natus est de . . . . Maria Vh'gine." 

*' Each form fulfils, in fellowshin with This brings us to the question of the 

the other, what belongs to it ; tliat is, '* Tlieandric MpyMta," which is ex- 

the Word works what belongs to tlie plained byl>amascene,iii. 19, to mean, 

Word, and the flesh performs wliat not the blending of two *' energies " 

belongs to the flesh," kc By war of into one, but a joint action of the Di- 

reply, the archdeacon of Constantino- vine and the human. Hence he will 

pie read passages from Cyril's Epik. not allow tlic ** Tbeandric energy " to 

tin to a sbnikr purport, Mansi, vL be called "one." Compare S.Tho. 

971 H. compare Eulogius's defence of Aquin. Sum. 3. 9. 10, and Card. New. 

the Tome in Pbotios, qo. 8S5. p. 849, aaan in Athan. Treatises, ii. 4 1 9. ed. 9, 

and Ephraim's, lb. ae. 990, p. 958. Of and Robertson, Hist. Ch. IL 493. 
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Ca$e qf MelekUedee. 198 

£• But is thftt a *' type*' which has not the clear impresdoo "■ of the 
archety[)e? 

O. The £inperur*s images are ** types" of the UTing Emperor ; 
but they lack life and reason, and they only represent the bust*. So 
Moses b a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator aa the 
reality. But remember how Melcliisedec is treated of b the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeato Heb. ?• 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage entire. Now doev 
this description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and reality? 

£. ** Who durst separate what Paul has combined ?" 

O. You mean that tiie description does apply to Melchieedee to 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Fatiicr alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** without fatlicr or motlier, without be* 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. ** The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidation.'' 

O. Paul means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is tlie archetype of Melchisedec" Consider the points of resem* 
blance. Had Christ a father according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to the Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is " without genealogy" in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

£. I agree to this. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

£. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to tlie economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

£. *^ An image ouglit to represent the archetype." 

" XapoKT^par. Cf. Heb. i. 3. ^ See Tlieodorct, << QuchI . . . unlais 

■ See Athan. Orat. c. An. iii. 5. FUiiu tut" (SchuLee, iv. 1311.) *lle 

A than. Treatises, ii. 175, ed. 3. is without fatlicr in rff^rd to His 

* So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and is wiUiout mother 

>^f I for ** hi reality." Cp. p. OG. as God." 

O 
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Ca$e of MelchUedee. 
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O. Does not Pkul call man an ** image of God ?" On your show- 
ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, undrcumscribed, inoomposite: 
to create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
angiyy — nor to sin, &e. 

£• Man is not God's image in all points. 

O. But in whaterer points he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 

£• I grant it. 

O. Pkul calls the Son *^ the Image of the Inyiable God.*' 

£. What ? has not the Son all tliat the Fatlier has ? 

O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotteu 4. 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the ardietype lias. 

E. It is true. 

O. In thb way, then, is Melchisedec said to have been ^ made like 
unto the Son of God." 

E. Granting other points, how shall we understand hb *' not having 
Kieginning of days," &c ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after his order, *' offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

£. We have had a long discussion about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

£• Let us return to our point. 

O. Where' were we ? 
S. E. You had cited **The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
right to call Christ not «< God " only, but also ** Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ooght to call Christ *" Man," as well as •' God ? " 

£. I call Him '« God," for He is God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
•• Man." 

£• The name '* Man " does not befit Him so well as ** God," be- 



^ See Atban. de Synod. 49. " what ther," Compire Pearson on the Creed, 

is predicted of the Father is predi- iL 43, on this use of the term «« cause,** 

catad also in Scripture of the Son, quoting 8. Basil, Rpist. 88. 4, Ice. 

eseeptiog only the being called F^ Cf. S. Greg. Nas. Ormt. S3. 7. 
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Need ofouming ChrUt to be ""MaH/" 105 

cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Man to the 
* dispensation '•' 

O. But b that dispensation true» or unreal * ? 

E. It is true. 

O. Well then» if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming 
man, the name ** Man '* is a true name for Him. For, hamg as- 
sumed human nature, He was called '* Man.**^ 

E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. ^ By Man came also the Resurrection,'* 1 p«^ ^ 
meaning, of course, Christ*. ** Do not let us think ourselves wiser * 
than tlie great preachers of truth." 

E. "^ I do not so tliink : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to coritert Mardonites and Mani- 
cheans. 

£. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But whjr not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to them as officers to soldiers ? Have not they to figiit 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreover, as we said, 
tlie physician has to add to nature the quality which it lacks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply coM. And this was wliat 
the Lord did. 

E. Where,— how? 

O. Vnitit did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what lie said to them ; " Many good works have S.John 
I Hhown you," and tlic rest of the passage. ^' 32— 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how tlie ^* ^» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not *' Son of 
David," but " J^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers^. 

' T^f oUoyofilas. Cf. Atban. Tome, • Sec l^o, Epist. 59. 4. " He who 

7. docs not admit that the Only-bcgot- 

* ^euTaffuiirj. ten Son took our nature in utero 




Theodorct had citetl texts in which GoKpel of the fc^ncration of Jesus 
Christ was called man, tliis among Chrut, Son of David . . . according 
the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 
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196 Seripiure evidence iff the Manhood. 

O. Yoa do not attend to the passage. He asked, ** How is He 
, tiien His Son ? " He did not say, ** He b I^rd, not Son." He ask- 
ed, ** How is He his Son ? *' as if to say, *« In one respect He is 
Lord, in another He b Son.** Thb proves that He had both the 
Godhead and tlie Blanhood. 

E. **No need of arguments. The J^rd distinctly taught thaf. 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did Ho not so teach the Canaanilish woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom- 
modating Himself to the weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
fectly believe. But now that He b risen, tliese names are obsolete. 

O. Was Paul one of tlie perfect, or of the im]Nafect ? 

E. ** We ought not to joke about serious tilings.'* 

O. ** Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles.** 

E. ** AVlio is so wretched as to neglect lib own salvation ' ? ** 

O. Answer my question as to Pftul. 

£. Clearly he b a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the deatli of Stephen. 

O. And just before hb own death he speaks of Christ as ** of tlie 
S. seed of David.** I could cite other texts, but I think it would be 
** superfluous. 

E. You promised to show tliat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere exiKtence of Hb flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He sud after His 
w Lake lUvurrection, ** Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c. ** Now I have 
L J0. fulfilled my promise. Cease to dbpute ; acknowledge Hb two Na- 
tures.** 

E. **Tliere were two before the union: but when tlicy came to- 
getlier, they constituted one nature *.** 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was tlie Word preezistent before the conception ? 

like, Ep. «d 8uoc 2. Uiat bleasml PnuI tain.** Ep. Fest. 89. 

but dnoribed the dcsccncUnt of Abrm. f Quoted by Ijih), in hb Tome, r. 5, 

ham, of Jewi, of Davkl, as Lord of and in his second Tome or Epist. 165. 

gbry, kc, ■ Tkb was the pruiK»ition to which 

* Observe the spiritual importance Eutychcs adlicreil at tlie Council of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. Constantinople in 448. Soo Mansi, vi. 

So, e. g. 8. Athaoasius, after enume- 744 ; Pleury, b. 97, c 98. He thought 

rating the canonical books, says, tlien, as Diosooros thought at Chalce- 

" Tboe are fountains of salvation, so don, (Mansi, vi. 684,) that he was 

that be who thirsts may be satkted holding Cut to 8. Cyril, e.g. ad 8uec 

with the orades which they con. 1. (Bpist. p. 137.) But Cyril's eon* 
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The Incarnation involvei i/« 107 

£• Yc«, before all ages. 

O. Was the flesh also preexistent ? 

E. By no meaus *. 

O. It was formed bjr the H0I7 Spirit after the Aonunciation ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then there were not ** two natures before the unkHiy" but only 
one ^ ; only tlie Godhead, that nature which is eternal* and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incaniation, or the beoom* 
ing Man, from the union ? 

£. No. 

(). Kight: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

E. So it apiNMirs. 

O. And the assumption involved the union ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Well : if then tlie union was the becoming Man, and llo be* 
came Man by taking human nature, and tlie form of God took the 
form of a servant, tlien before the union tliore was one nature, L e. 
the Divine. 

E. Dut is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. Yon just now admitted it. 

E. '* You misled me by your arguments.'* 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Incar- 
nation differ from the union in the nature of the tiling ? 

E. Very much. 

(). Exphiin more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. The very names prove it. " Iiicnrnation" means, tlie assumption 
of flesh : *' union," tiie conjunction of thiiij^s that were 8C|»arated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union? 

E. No. 

text shows that what he meant was, the human nature of Chmt had ever 

**Tho one Son, or Christ, is indivi- existed apart from His Divine PenMin. 

siblo after the union.*' See above, Kphraim of Antioch foUowetl licoand 

p. 173. ThciMlorct hero, (I'hotUis, no. 228, 

• Eranistes disowns this ApoUina- p. 247,) and ur^^cd that the flesh had 

rian tlieory, for whicli see above, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af- 

^ " It is as impious," says I«eo in his firm two natures U^fore the union 

Tome, c. G, *' to say that the Son of was in ctfect to Ncstortanize. To the 

God wa5 of two natures before tlic ol)jection of tlie Severians, ** A ^writ 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist ii¥vir6<rraros, therefore 

only one nature after tlic Word was to say two pv^tif^io say two I'er- 

made flesh." From his Kpist. 33 we see sons," Kphraim replies, (1) that ^i$. 

tliat he suspected Eutyches of ima^in- o-ts w often predicated where )}en»on. 

inpf the soul of Christ to have preexist, ality is out of the question, (2) tliat 

ed In heaven: butap]»arently Eutycln^s in man there Is a ptivis of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a ^Jcriv of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable inde|ion. call cither bw\y or soul a dr^rrcM'is, 

dently of the Incaiiiation : not that ib. no. 221), p. 23<>. 
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198 ^ Two Natures after the Union,'' 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

O. If, then, not a moment intervened between the anumption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union ^, then there was one nature l>efore the union^ 
that is, the Incarnation, but after the union two ^. 

£• I say that Christ was ** from two natures.'* But ** two na- 
. tares** (8vo ^uorcic) I do not say *• 

O. Well, but how is He <* from two natures ?** Is it like the case 
of siItct gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil* 
▼er) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceiTable. 

O. I also admit that the mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in* 
fiolate even after the union '• 

£• Where does Scripture teach tliis ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not tlien, admit the existence of the properties of cac:h~ 
nature? 

E. Not after the union. 

O. Let us tlien learn thiK from Scripture. 

E. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, V. 52. «% note. Manni, W. 748. 

'Tlieodoret,Dcinonstr.2.1,** Those * Tliis illuntratcs the substitution 

who believe that after the union one at Chalccclon of ** In two natures," 

nature of Godhead and Manliood was for the inadequate *' from ' two na- 

constituted, destroy by thb theory the tures." See Oxf, Transl. of Fleury, 

properties of the natures : and to des- toI. lit. p. 373, note. Dioscorus at 

troy them is to denr both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 

the confusion of the united elements ' from two,' not the ' two,' Mansi, 

forbids us to thinic of flesh as flesh, or ri. 692. It is observable that in this 

of Uod as God. But if, even after the first session of Chaloedon the profes- 

union, the difference between these sion of the deceased FlavUn, tliat the 

elements is distinguishable, then no one Christ was **from two natures" 

confusion has talcen place, but the after lie became man, had been ap- 

union is without oonfusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 

this Is granted, the liord Christ is bishops, Mansi, ri. 68a Yet even at 

not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FlavUn 

bibiting each nature unimpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 

At the Coundl of Constantinople in cia and Seleucus of Amasia had said 

448, Florentius, the Pktridan, with 'Mn two natures," ib. 685. 

Flarian and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So FUvian in his 2nd letter to 

Butyches in vain to admit ** two na- I«eo ; " Even in tlie union the pro- 

tunes after the union." Basil (by his perties of the two natures remain en* 

own account at the " Robbers' meet- tire." So lieo in the Tome, c 3, 

Ing,") told Butyches that to assert '* Each nature retains Its own proper, 

one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Ep. 35, 

addmic to nature the term '* incar- ** ^/c assumptam natnram beatiiicana, 

Bate," was to confound the Godhead ut glorificaU in glorificante pcrma- 

•r our one Lord with Ills flesh, neat." 
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, bui existing in One Pereon. 199 

O. John saji, ** In the beginniiif( wm the Word,** &e. Do jm &Mi 
say tliis of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father befoie ^* ^* 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not tqiante 
Him from the flesh which was united to Ilim. 

O. ** Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word. But neither 
do I make the union a confusion." 

E. I know of one nature after the union t. 

O. Allien did the Erangelists write, — before or after the unioo ? 

E. Clearly after it,— after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then,— compare John's words with the opening of Mat- 8.II1II 
thew*s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature? Im* ^* '* 
possible. 

E. *' When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons.'* 

O. ** No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I have learned 
the difference between the Godhead and the Manhood* But do 
you, who say, * one nature after the union,' try to harmoniie this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care I tliat sounds like ''one nature after the union." 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these thingi to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit tills. 

O. " Hut I 8ay it as contemplating two natures in Ilim, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it ^*' 13ut if Christ is '* one nature," 

9 Similnrly, when ThcopIiiIi», sont yet ire have to take acrount of the 

hy the Cuuiiril of Constintinople to qualities of the ai*ts themselves, and 

confer with Eutyches, had elicited discern by the gaze of pure faith to 

from Ilim the admission that the In- what the humility of the flesh is pro- 

camate was perfect Man as well as muted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect (tod, and had then said to him, bends down : what that is which is 

** If thrac two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without Uie 

Son, what hinders us from sa}-ing ' one Word, and what that b which is ef- 

Son from two natures?*** Eutyches fected by tlic Word not without tlie 

answered, " Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ is from two natures, Ij passap^ in Lieo's Tome, c. 4, '* Afpt 

^vcioKoyuv T^y S€6p /lov," above, enim utraquc forma."^ He adtis, c 

p. IbO. But Eutyches owned Christ 8, ** As the l^ord of nugesty is said to 

to be perfect Man, l>oth then and in have been crucified, so lie who from 

his letter to S. I^eo. (Leo, £p. 21.) eternity is equal to God is said to 

^ Sec alK)vc, p. 1 82. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Compart; I«eo, Epist. 165. 6 ; " AU of Person remaining, one and the 

though therefore in the one Lord same, without M*paration, is both 

Jesus Christ, true Son of God and whole Son of Man because of the 

man, there is one Person of the Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 

and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Godhead with Uie Father.** 

mon without severance or division, This letter was written August 17» 
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Disiinciian between the Naiureim 



hoiw am things so opposite m existence in tlie l>eginning and descent 
hom creatures be appropriated to it? And consider tUsi is God 
the Word to be called the Bf aker of all things ? 

£• YtSf so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£• The sixth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

£. Twenty, I think. 

O. From Abraluun to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

£• Forty-two. 

O. How can Christ, if He is ** one nature,** have been the Crea- 
tor, and also have been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin*s womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam's descendants ? 

£. ** I have said before that botli the former and tlie latter pertun 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate ^•** 

O. ^Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of tlie 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature of the Word is one ; 
but I know also, that the flesh, by employing which He became in- 
carnate, is of a dilferent nature. And I tliink that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incarnation imroWe any change ?'* 

£• 1 know not how He became incarnate, but I beliere He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance I Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after Ho 
became incarnate, Dirine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to be unchangeable. 

O. ** It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

E. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of tlie Word which became incarnate, b one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which the nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is anotlier. 

E. Clearly. 

O. Was He tlien turned into flesh ? 



458, sftcf Timothy •'the Wesiel** 
liad written to the Emperor lioo, ac 
rtuing 8. Ijeo of NeittoiiAniiiiifc* On 
the roeaoing of *• oommuniratio idio- 
matam** or *• antidoiU," which I>a- 
naieene, iU. 5, callt a vtpixiffifnf, 
tee abore, p. 50. 

^ Cfrirs phFue, believed by him 
to be Atham!aiao, — tee above, p. 174. 



Here Tbcodoret implidtly acrrpta it, 
bat in a icaae of hii owr, as meaning, 



the Wonl'i own nature, HisOodheail, 
b one: He has not two Godlicads. 
But wliat Cyril meant by the phraae 
it repeatedly, in tubttance, admitted, 
or even urged, by Theodoret. In 
Epbt. 196 he tayt that no Chrittian 
teacher " ever hoard of anr one who- 
atterted one nature of fleth and God- 
head :** and cerUinly Cyril did not 
thit, but the contrary. 
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but also "^ Man/" 101 

E. Yes. 

O. We have then (o persuade the Arian, that there is one Enenee 
in God, and Uie SabelUan, that there are three PerMns,— bj diflTerent 
phrases. 

E. Yes: but are we not wandering from our point? 

O. No: you will soon see that we have been gathering materials 
for lU decision. Have all heresies owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

£• No ! some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have acknowledged a part of His humanity. 

£. Yes ; but tell me Uie names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &e. have denied Christ^s hunuunity : Ar* 
temon, Theodotos, Paul of Samosata, &c. His Dirinity. Arius' and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul i Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a precipioe, without tfjlng to 
rescue them? '' . 

E. No, it would be inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ- 
lent plants need various tnuniug. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the Photiniana 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incamadon with Arians, or Eunomiaiis^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

£. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — tliat the rational soul is nut 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — what do they believe and what 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Christ's Divinity, but nut in His 
Humanity. 

O. So tlien, we shall have to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory'. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell tliem that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

f A niUtakc as to Arias, see New. muscles, bile, &c. 
man, Tracts Tiieol. and Eccles. p. 238. ^ Kal fi^ ^airracla^ r^if $flaw oiVoro-- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf- fiiw HaKtip. Cf. Atli. Ep. Epict. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of Apollin. i. 3. 
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182 Scripture ealU Chritt << Man!' 

£• Just 80. 

O. Indeed I but how can we bid them call Him ''Man," if we our- 
•ehret decline to call Him so ? Tbej will convict us of inconsistency. 
E. We do not agree with them : for we own that the Word as- 
sumed flesh and a rational sooL 

O. ** If we confess the thing, why avoid the name ?" 
E. ** Christ ought to be named from what is ** more honouralile.** 
O. Follow that out, and, you will give up calling Him *' crucified** 
and ** risen.** 

E. No : for those words refer to His Ptaion, to deny which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name ** Man** is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — therefore, to deny the Ptesion, — therefore, to 
annul our salvation. 

E. ** I deem it important to recognise the nature which He as- 
sumed. But to call the Saviour *Man' b to impair the Lord*s 
glory >».** 
Mm O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
^^ self a man, or than Peter and Ptol who so spoke of Him ? 

E. Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 
'^ the hurgest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there arc Jews, Pagans, and countless heretics, and they 
must all be approached witli teaching which will suit tlieir cases. 
But, waiving that, tell me what harm is done by calling Christ 
** God tmd Man ?** Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
Bim? 

E. It is. I have often said so. But '' to call Him ' Man* is, I 
think, superfluous, espedally when Christians converse togetlier.** 
O. Pkul and Timotliy were Christians, and Paul calls Christ 
Ebi. S. ** Man** in a passage where also the very name '* Mediator** implies 
that He is Man as well as God K He is Mediator, because, as God, 
He is conjoined to the Father as having tlie same essence, — and, as 
Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 
IS. E. Was not Moses called «' a mediator ? ** 

O. He was a type of the Mediator, but no ty])e comes up to the 
mL 7. reality. He was not by nature God, but he was "appointed as a god 
to Pharaoh." . 

^ See this quoted in Newman's man nature," Newman, 1. c 

Atban. Treat. iL 148. ed. 2. A tort > So Theod. in loc Tlie doctrine 

of wOLwonhip or misdirected reve- of tlie Mediator is set forth in S. Ire 

rence is here indieated as the motive ncus, iil. 18, and S. Augustine de Civ. 

of Eatycbians. Eatyches himself Dei, ix. 16, and Sermons 240 and S93. 

would call Christ man, Irat (on a UIm Compare WUberforoe on the Incar. 

pratcxt) ** refused to admit His hu- nation, e. 7, p. 144. 
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Ca$e qf MelckUedee. 198 

£. Dutt8thftta''type*'whlchhuiiotthedearimpr«tiion"*ofthe 
archetyfie ? 

O. The £mperur*8 images are ** types" of the living Emperor ; 
but they lack life and reason, and they only represent the bust*. So 
Moses b a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator aa the 
reality. But remember how Melchisedec is treated of b the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeato Heb. 7- 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage entire. Now doe« 
this description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and reality? 

£. ** Who durst separate what Paul has combined ?** 

O. You mean that tlie description does apply to Meleliisedee to 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was *' without fatlicr or motlier, without be* 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. '* The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidadon." 

O. Paul means that *' in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is the archetype of Melchisedec*' Consider the points of resem* 
blance. Had Christ a father according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to tlie Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is " without genealogy** in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

£. I agree to this. But how, then, does tliat language apply to 
Meleliisedee ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

£. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to the economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

£. *' An image ought to represent the archetype.** 

" XapaicT^par. Cf. Heb. i. 3. ^ Sec Tlieodorct, ** Quod . . . aniais 

• See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. Ui. 5. Filius sit" (SchuLee, iv. 1311.) 'He 
Athan. TrcatUes, ii. 175, ed. 3. b without father in rc|pird to Ilia 

* So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and b without mother 
f ^f I for *« hi reality." Cp. p. OG. as God." 

O 
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194 Ca$e of Melchuedee. 

1 Cor O. Does not Pkul call man an ** image of God ?** On your show- 

^^* ^* ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, uncircumflcribed, inoomposlte: 
to create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
angi7f — nor to sin, &e. 

£. Man b not God*s image in all points. 

O. But in whaterer points he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 

E. I grant it. 
G«L 1. O. Pkul calls the Son *^ the Image of the Inyisible God.** 
^^^1^ £. What? has not the Son all that the Fatlier has ? 
IC 14* O. He M not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotteii 4. 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the ardie^rpe has. 

E. It is true. 

O. In this way, then, is Melchisedec sud to have been ** made like 
unto the Son of God.** 

E. Granting other points, how shall we understand his *' not having 
beginning of days,** &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in yerj truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, ho really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after his order, ** offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice.** 

£. We have had a long discusdon about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

£• Let us return to our point. 

O. Where' were we ? 
1 niL 1. £• You had dted <<The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
*• right to call Christ not «* God ** only, but also *< Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
onght to call Christ *" Man," as well as *' God ? " 

£. I call Him '« God," for He is God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God*s Son, and He also called Himself 
•• Man." 

£• The name ** Man " does not befit Him so well as ** God," be- 



^ See Atban. de Synod. 49. '* what ther," Comoire Pearson on the Creed, 

It predicated of the Father it predi- IL 43, on tlut use of the term ^'caute,** 

cated alto in Scriptnre of the Son, quoting 8. Batil, Rpitt. 88. 4, lie. 

emcptiBg only the being called F^ Cf. S. Greg. Nas. Orat. S3. 7. 
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Need of owning Chriit lobe'' Mam/" 105 

cause the name of God belong! (o nature, the nama of Man to tiie 

* disiiensation '•' 

O. But II that dUpeniation true, or unreal * ? 

E. It 11 true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His beeoming 
man, the name ** Man ** b a true name for Him. For, haTing as- 
sumed human nature, He was called ** Man.^^ 

E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. **Bj Man came also the Rcturreetion,'' Ip**^ 
meaningr, of course, Christ*. ** Do not let us thinlc ourseWea wiser * 
tlian the great preachers of truth." 

E. "^ I do not so tliinlc : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to conYert Mardonites and Mani- 
chcans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to them as officers to soldiers ? Hare not they to fight 
and Iceep their ranks under our leMlcraliip ? Moreover, as we said, 
tlie physician has to add to nature the qimlity wliidi it laclcs. If ho 
finds heat predominating, he must apply coM. And this was what 
the Lord did. 

E. Where, — how? 

O. WlitLt did the Jews thinic Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

E. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He said to tliem ; *' Many good worlcs have S.John 
I shown you," and the rest of the passage. ^' *^"" 

E. Hut there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^* ^» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not ** Son of 
David," but ** J^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers ^. 

' T^f oUopofilas. Cf. Athan. Tome, • See l^eo, Epist. 59. 4. " He who 

7. duos not admit that the Only-bcgut- 

* ^orreurt^iTj, ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Lung before, in the letter to the Davidioo Virginia is alien from the 
Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) while whole m>'stery of Christian ineligion:" 
fiercely attacking Cynl's Articles, and Ep. 72, ** Be not ashamed of the 
Thcodorct had cited texts in whicli Gosiiel of the fccneration of Jesus 
Christ was called man, tlib among Christ, Son of David . . • aooording 
the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 

02 
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220 Various authorities died 

lepulcbreS while it never felt suffering, beings impasable. So " the 
Lord of glorjr was crucified : " the name of tlie imiNuisible nature is' 
ascribed to the passible, because it was called the body of the latter. 
The veiy text shows it. The ** princes " crucified tlie nature which 
they knew, not that of which tliey knew notliing *• 

E. This seems probable. But the Nicene Fathers say that "Very 
God ** suffered. 

O. You have forgotten what you have often admitted, tliat after 
the union. Scripture ascribes l)oth tlie lofty and the lowly (attributes) 
to one Person. And the Nicene Creed had prefixed ** was incarnate, 
and made man ** to " suffered.*' 

E. But they said that *' the Son ** who was ** from the Father's 
essence " suffered and was crudfied. 

O. I have often said that what U Divine and what is human be- 
k>ng alike to the one Person. Accordingly, the Fatliers, intending to 
tribute both Dirini^ and Humanity' to the one Person, used the 
word ** Christ," which takes in both : yet we still distinguish what 
bdongs to one nature from what belongs to the other : e. g. the ex- 
pressk>ns, **from the Father's essence," "very God from very God," 
and" coessential," refer to the Godhead, do they not ? 

E. Clearly so. 

O. Similarly then, the Passion must be attributed to the humanity, 
noC to the Divinity. And tlie anathemas at tlic cud of tlie Creed in- 
volve tlie Divine impassibility 7. 

£• llicy were then speaking of change. 

O. Is not P^usion " cliange ? " If after the Incarnation He suf- 
fered. He was certainly " changed." Such an idea the Fathers cast 
out and cut off. I will show you other Fathers who tliought so. 

£. I shall be very ghul to hear their doctrines. 

O. (cites mxteen writers, Ignatius, Iremeus, Hippolytus, Eusta- 
thius, Atbanasius [Ep. Epict. 2, 6, 10. Serm. Miyor, 2, 3, 4, and ] 

another passage ; de Incam. et c Ari. 2 ; de Incam. Verbi, tt, 20], >j 

Damasus, Ambrose, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory Nyssen, Am- 
philochius, Flavian, Tlieophilus, GeUsius of Ciesarea, Chrysostom, 
Severianus : then observes that) Easterns and Westerns, Nortliems 
and Southerns, Greeks and Latins, agree in affirming tlie imjiasBi- 
bility of the Dirine nature. 

E. I admire their agreement, but I see what a broad distinction 
they draw. ' 

• See on 8. Ath. c. ApoU. U. 14. 'He ignorfs the ** Conntantinopo- 

* Bat on thb showing, the phrase, liun '* recension of tlie CrctHl, even as 
** God the Word suffered hi flesh,** liis party liad done in 431, Mansi, iv. 
is quite as Justifiable. 1376. So C>Til, adr. Nest. i. 8. See 

■ efeXr^et— Wmrv/ifer. Luniby, 11 bt. of Creeds, p. 77. 



•^ 



mmm 



The Incarnaiion ifwolves ii. 107 

E. Yc«, before all ages. 

O. Was the flesh also preexistent ? 

£• By no means K 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the Annaiiciatioii ? 

£• So I say. 

O. Then there were not ** two natures before the union*'' but onl/ 
one ^ ; only the Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
liefore the uges* Do you distinguish the lucaruationy or (be bcoom* 
ing Man, from the union ? 

E. No. 

<). Right: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

E. So it apiiears. 

O. And the assumption involTed the union ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Well : if then tlie union was the becoming Man, and Uo be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, tlien before the union tliore was one nature, L e. 
the Divine. 

E. But is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

E. ** You misled me by your arguments." 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does Uie Iiicar^ 
nation differ from the union in tlie nature of the tiling ? 

E. Very much. 

<). Explain more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. 'llie very names prove it. ** Incarnation" means, the assumption 
of flesh : " union," the conjunction of things tliat were sc|Kirated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

text shows that what he meant was, the human nature of Christ had ever 

**Thc one 84m, or Christ, is iixlivi- existed ajmrt from His Divine l*ersoii. 

sible after the union." Sec above, Kphraim of Antioch followed Leo and 

p. 175. Tht^Mioret here, (I'hotius, no. 2iH, 

* Eranistcs disowns this ApoUina- p. 247,) and ur^^ed that the flesh had 

rian theory, for wiiich see above, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and tliat to af- 

^ *' It is as impious," says IjCo in his iirm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. C, " to say that the Son of was in etfeet to Nestorianixe. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severians, ** A ^vffts 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist iiinnr^irrarot, therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to say two ^vtf'citB^to say two I'er- 

made flesh." From his Kpist. 3j we see sons," Kphraim replies, (1) that ^^- 

that he suspected Eutyches of imafifin- ffts is often predicatetl where persou- 

\nf^ the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (i) tliat 

cd in heaven: hutapimrentiy Ivutyehes in man there Is a ^vcis of body and 

only meant that the two natures wore, a ^v<ris of soul, but no one would 

in the ai)stract, conceivable indeiN'n- call either bo<ly or soul a iw6^rmfts, 

dently of the Incarnation : not that ib. no. '220, p. ^^6. 
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198 ^ Two Natures after the Union/' 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

£. Yes. 

O. If, then, not a moment intervened between the assomption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *, then there was one nature before the unioii^ 
that is, the Incarnation, but after tlie union two*'* 

£. I say that Christ was " from two natures." But ** two na- 
tures" (3vo ^iNTCis) I do not say *. 

O. Well, but how is He ** from two natures ?** Is it lilce the case 
of silver gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineifable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit tliat tlie mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
violate even after the union '• 

£• Where does Scripture teach tliis ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. l>o you not then, admit the existence of the properties of cac:h ~ 
nature ? 

E. Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn tliiH from Scripture. 

E. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, t. 52. 3, note. Mansi, x\. 748. 

'Tlieodoret,Demonstr.2.1/*TliaM * Tliis illustrates the substitution 
who beliere that after the union one at Chalccilon of " in two natures/' 
nature of Godhead and Manliood was for the inadequate ** from ' two na- 
fonstitnted, destroy by thb theory the tures." See Oxf. Tmnsl. of Fleuiy, 
propertl^ of the natures : and to des- vol. iii. p. 373, note. Dioscorus at 
troy them is to deny both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** I accept tho 
the confusion of the united elements ' from two,' not the ' two,' Mansi, 
forbids us to think of flesh as flesh, or ri. 693. It is obsenrablc tliat in this 
of God as God. But if, even after the fint session of Chalcedon the profes- 
union, tlie difference between these sion of the deceased Flavian, that the 
elements h distinguishable, then no one Christ was *'from two natures" 
confusion has taken pUce, but the after He became man, bad been ap- 
union is without contusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 
this is granted, the liord Christ is bishops, Mansi, vi. 680. Yet even at 
not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FUvian 
bibiting each nature unimpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seieu- 
At the Coundl of Constantinople in da and Seleucus of Amasia had said 
448, Fkirentius, the Pfttridan, with 'Mn two natures," lb. 685. 
FhivUn and Basal of Seleucia, ur|^ed ' So FUvian in his Snd letter to 
Entyches in vain to admit " two na- lieo ; " Even in the union the pro- 
tares after the union." Basil (by his pertles of the two natures remain en« 
own aeooont at the '* Robbers' meet- tire." So Iieo in the Tome, c 3, 
ing,") told Butyches that to assert ** Each nature retains its own proper- 
one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Ep. 35, 
addinf^ to nature the term *' inear- ** 8ie assumpfam natnram beatincans, 
nate," was to confound the Godhead at glorificaU in gkiriflcante pcrma- 
of ow one Lord with Hb flesh, neat." 



but exiiling in One Penon, 
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O. John sajf, ** In the beglnninpf was the Word,** &e« Do jou & Johs 
say tliia of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before ^' ^* 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not separata 
Him from the flesh which was united to Iliro. 

O. ** Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word* But neither 
do I roalie the union a confusion." 

£. I Iniow of one nature after the union >. 

O. When did the Evangelists write, — before or after the union ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Mat- & Matt. 
tliew*s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature ? Im* ^* ^* 
possible. 

E. ** When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons." 

O. " No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I hare learned 
Uie difference between the Ciodhead and the Manhood* But do 
you, who say, ' one nature after the union,* try to harmonixe this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care I tliat sounds like " one nature after the union." 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these things to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit tliis. 

O. ** But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and assign* 
ing to each what belongs to it ^" But if Christ is " one nature," 

' Similarly, when Thoophilus, ncnt yet \vc have to take acroiint of tho 

by the Council of donsUntinople to qualities of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Kutyches, had elicited liihcern by the g^aze of pure faith to 

from Ilim the admission that the In- what the humility of the flesh b pro- 

carnate was perfect Man as well as moted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect God, and had then said to him, bends down : what that Is which u 

** If these two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without tlio 

Son, what hinders us from sayin^i^ * one Word, and what that is which is ef- 

Son from two natures ?* ** Eutychcs fected by the Word not without tlie 

answered, *' Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ is from two natures, Ij passage in Leo*s Tome, c. 4, ** A^t 

^v<rio\oy*7y rhv Qt6v fiov" above, enim utraquc forma.") He adds, c 

p. IbO. But Kutychcs owned Christ 8, "As the liord of migcsty b said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

his letter to S. I^eo. (Leo, £p. 21.) eternity is equal to God b said to 

^ See above, p. 1 82. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Compare I«(*o, Epist. 165. 6; "Al- of Person remaining, one and the 



though therefore in the one Lord 
Jesus Christ, true Son of God and 



same, without separation, b both 
whole Son of Man because of tlio 



man, there b one Person of the Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 
and the flesh, which has actions com- of lib one Godhead with the Father." 
mon without severance or division, Thb letter was written August 17, 
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** ilM^M," sense of the, 38, 85. MaerMtiek creed, the, 35, 108, 135. 
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80: why adopted at Nioea, 83, 06. be. 07: and Eutychians, lUOt He 

HmamaUjf, m entireness, fallen and re- will be for ever, 118. 

stored, 00, 105: why ApoUinaris de- Man-wartkippiag, imputed by Apollin- 

nied that Christ took the whole of; ariana to Catholics, 08, 120. 

85. Mamkwtd, of Christ, distinct from His 

** HmpaUmtit,'* use of the word, 7— -10, Godhead, and so recognised by Cyril, 

15, 81, 80, 100, 175, 170. IGO : not absorbed, 204. 

H f^ se frti e Unim, doctrine of tbe^ 150. Uanickeitm, 10, 55, 76, 87, 101, 106, 

115, 110, 125, 141, 101. 
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Aiareion, 68, 101, 112, 110, 131, 136, 

/kf, bUiop of Edcai^ a Ncstorianiser, 138, 141. 

176. Marina, 155. 

igmalimi, 8. 168, 188. Marias Mercator, 107, 154^ 160, 160. 

Mmaga of the Father, the Son called, Marie, bishop, 14. 

82. Mark, another, bishop, 14. 

Iwtaget of the Emperor, 108. Marj/, the B. v., office of, as to the In- 

Imitatiaa, Apollinarian theory of, 86, carnation, 47, 50, 75: called **God'8 

118. Mother," 87, 101, 171, 178: Ever-Vir- 

Iwrnoisihl* to God, some things, 6fe«ai«f gin, 88. 

He is all-perfect, 213. Materiaiising phrases, applied by Ariana 

** /» two natures,** 108. to Cathohc doctrine. 114. 

Ineamatiaa, doctrine of the, 118, 122, MaximuM, Christian philosopher, 73. 

152 . virtually denied by Nestorius, Maximus, deacon, 14. 

153. Mediator, how Christ the, 108. 
'Wv^/taa" Christians^ 25. . Melekisedee, im. 

Mrmitki, human, felt by our Lord as Memonf, sample of a quotation from. 

ldan,215. 91. 

*• Imstrmaentai,** Apollinarian use of, Men of all classes united in Christ, 

84. 187. 

Inmard man, the sonl is the, 103. Menamder, 191. 

Jremeutf bishop of Tyre, a Ncstorianiser, Menas, bishop, 14. 

176. Meuianic sense of Psalms, 186. 

irtmeuo, S. quoted, 907. Milan, church of, 40. 

loamrim, Couiicil in, (Seleucian) 40. Mind, the human, primarily involved in 



bui also '' Man/" 101 

E. Yes. 

O. We haTf then to persuade the Arian, that there is one Essence 
in God, and tlie Sabellian, that there are three Persons,— by different 
phrases. 

E. Yes: but are we not wanderings from our point? 

O. No: you will soon see that we haTe been gathering materials 
for iu decision. HaTe all heresies owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

£. No ! some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some haTe acknowledged a part of His humanity. 

E. Yes ; but tell me tlie names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c haTe denied Christ's humanity : Ar* 
temon, Theodotos, Pkul of Samosata, &c. His DiTinity. Arius* and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a precipice, inthout trying to 
rescue them? 

E. No, it would he inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ- 
ent plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the Pliotiniana 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incamadon witli Arians, or Eunomiaiis^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — tiiat the rational soul is not 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — what do they believe and what 
deny ? 

E. They tell us they believe in Christ's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall have to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory'. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell tiiem that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but «* Man." 

' A miBtake as to Arius, see New. muscles, bile, &c. 
roan, Tracts Theol. and Rccles. p. 258. * Kcd fi^ ^atrrafflav t^k 9f far oiVoro.- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf- fitaif KaXtlv. Cf. Ath. Ep. Epict. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of ApoUin. 1. 3. 
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• compariaon drawn from, 161, 201: 
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ascribed to Cbritt in Scripture, 107, 
140: but not at preexittent, 65. 

Snmaen, quoted. 7V, 184. 

^SphUr vaedfor GodhcMl, 01. 

Smectmnut Cyril't Ictten to, 161, 174 

SffftriuMt predicable of God the Word 

« at Man, 160, 210: impotable for Him 
atGod,l». 00, 210, 214: tM^ibed by 
Ariant to Hit *« Godhead," 182. 

JSmlpMut Seremt, 20. 

SpmMum^ in the Old Tcatamcnt. 210. 

J^fwntukp, human, of our Loro, 1S2, 



Tnmhfe, felt hy Chritt't toul, 80, 107. 
**Two Naiurei* not equivaknt to 

•* Two Sent," 201. 
" Tw S01U," ditcUimed by Theoderet, 

182. 
" Tjfpei,** relation of to archetypct or 

onginak, 19S. 

U 

**Uniw,** the penonal, identified with 
the incarnation, 107: indittoluble^ 
111, 117, 122, 186. 

C/iniVjy, to be promoted among thoie who 
are reallv agreed in faith, 12, 

Ursaeims, Arian bithop, 28, 28^ 40. 



Ttmpiaihm of Christ, the, 127. 

Tkeodtrtf of Mopnicttia, 150, 158, 164, 

. 176,178,186,188. 

[Tkeodftt, career of, 140: atUckt Cyril't 
/rtidei, 158: peculiar petition of, 
after the Reunion, 176 : attacked by 
Ettt/chian party, 177: proietaet hit 
lieliefintheonenettof Chritt^OO, 178: 
Dialogues of, 177 : other wntingt of, 
quoted, 17, 60, 70, 165, 180, 182, 186» 
188, 108, 205, 211, 218, 214, 216. 

'Tktmtmdmt II., 172, 176. 

Tkeothimi, denied Chritt't Dirinity, 

• 101. 

The9pkmmie9, in the Old Testament, not 

maniletntiont of the Divine eatmce, 

184. 
'Tkeopkilmst quoted, 98. 
** Tkewpk^TM." tense of, 168. 
** rWefscM, the title, true tenie of^ 87, 

150: attailed by Nettoriant. 161. 
TkmMU, 8. eonfestion of, 68, 74. 
rr«fj<tai, 62, 67, 118, 116. 
TbMikjf, Apolliiuuritn, 81, 80. 
SrtnUw^ the Holy, one Godhead fai, 22, 

67: in one Godhead, 16: eoestential, 

• O61 perfect and undiTided, 66. 



Valent, Arian bishop of Murta, 28, 24, 

28,40. 
raltutinu^. Gnostic, 6, 62, 00, 182,141. 
Fmlentimus, Apollinarian, 80. 
VtUtrUn, Cynl's letter to, 161, 174. 
Veil, Chritt^t flesh a, for Hit Godhead, 

181. 

r<jieniiofLeriut,171. 
rUmlU, 11, 81, 82. 

W 

Woier and blood, from Chritt't tide, 
111. 

Will of Christ, His sufierinos depcn. 
dent on. 02, 100: in what sense 
restricted by Atlumatius to Hit God- 
head, 128. 

Wcrd. the, identical with the Son, 60 : 
Maker of the univerae 81, 08 : became 
Man, 118. 

ITsrfAfo, due to the Son at Incarnate, 
. 64: offered to Chrittaa to One Dirino 
Pcnon, 60, 01, 164, 
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iSeUat, biihop^ 14. 
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Coie qf Melckisedee. 198 

£. Buti8thata^type**whichhtf iiotthedcArimpranoo"*oftlia 
archetyiM ? 

O. The £mperor*8 images are ** types'* of the Vmng Emperor ; 
but they lack life and reason, and they only represent the bust*. So 
Moses is a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator as the 
reality. But remember how MelchiMdec is treated of in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. ?• 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage endre. Now doe« 
thb description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and reality? 

£• ** Who durst separate what Paul has combined ?** 

O. You mean that tlie description docs apply to Melchisedee In 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** witliout father or mother, without be- 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. ** The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs eluddadon.** 

O. Paul means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is tlie archetype of Melchuiedec'* Conader the points of resem- 
blance. Had Christ a ^her according to the flesh ? 

£. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to the Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is '* without gcncAlo^ry'' in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality, Melchisedec 
is said to have no genexdogy, because Scripture does. not give his 
pedigree. 

B. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to tlie economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. *' An image ought to represent the archetype." 

"* Xapaicnipat, Cf. Heb. i. 3. >> See Theodorct, ** Quod . . . unlcui 

• See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. Ui. 5. FUiiu sit*' (Sc-hulze, iv. 1311.) 'He 
Athan. Treatises, ii. 175, ed. 2. is without father in ref^arU to His 

• So Atlinnasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and is witliout mother 
f ^ci for •* hi reality." Cp. p. OC. as God." 

O 
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Need of owning Christ to be "* Man/" 105 

cauM the luune of God belongs to nature, Uie name of Man to the 
' di8|)ensation '•' 
O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal * ? 
E. It is true. 

O. Well tlien, if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming 
roan, the name ** Man ** is a true name for Him. For, haTing' as- 
sumed human nature. He was called ** Man.'\ 

£• Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. **Bj Man came also the Resurrection,*' ICsr.li. 
meaning, of course, Clirist*. ** Do not let us think ourseWca wiser * 
than tlie great preachers of truth." 

E. ** I do not so tliink : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to concert Mardonites and Mani« 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to them as officers to soldiers ? Have not they to fiirln 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreover, as we said, 
tlie physician lias to add to nature the quality wliicli it lacks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was what 
the Lord did. 

£. Where, — how? 

O. AFIiat did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what lie said to them ; '* Many good works have S.John 
I shown you," and tlie rest of the passage. ^* 3:^— 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pliarisecs, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^* ^» 
Ciirist, being " Son of David," could be '* Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not '* Son of 
David," but " i^ord of David." This siiows which title He prefers \ 

' T^f oUoyonias, Cf. Athan. Tome, • Sec IjCo, Epist. 59. 4. ** He who 

7. duos not admit that the Only-bcgut- 

* ^orraiTUtfS};. ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Lon^ before, in the letter to the Davidioo VirginU is alien from the 
Euphratesinn Monks, (En. 151) while whole niptery of Christian religion:** 
fiercely attacking Cynri Articles, and Ep. 72, '* Be not ashamed of tlio 
Tlieotforet hod cited texts in which Goypei of tlio generation of Jesus 
Christ was called man, this among Chnst, Son of David . . . according 
the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 

o2 
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The Incarnation innolvti ii. 197 

E. Yc«, before all ages. 

O. Was the fleuli also preexistent ? 

E. By no means ^ 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the Annanctadoii ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then tliere were not " two natures before the union,** but only 
one ^ ; only tlie Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incarnation, or the beoom* 
ing Man, from the union ? 

E. No. 

<). Right: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

E. So it ap|>ears. 

O. And the assumption involved the union ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Well : if then the union was the becoming Man, and He be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, then before the union tliere was one nature, i. e* 
the Divine. 

E. But is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

E. " You misled me by your arguments.^' 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Incar- 
nation differ from the union in the nature of the thing ? 

E. Very much. 

()• Explain more fully, wherein lies tlic difference. 

E. The very names prove it. "Incarnation" means, tlie assumption 
of (lesli : '* union,*' the conjunction of things that were separated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

text shows that what he meant was, the human nature of Chmt had ever 

** The one i>^m^ or Christ, is indivi- existed ajmrt from Ills Divine I'erKoii. 

ftible after the union." See above, Kphraim of Aittioch followed l^eu and 

p. 17o. Theodoret here, (I'hotlus, no. :i2H, 

* Eranistcs disowns this Apollina- p. 247,) and ur^ed that the flesh had 

rian theory, for wiiich see above, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af- 

*> 'Mt is as impious," says IjCo in his lirni two natures before the union 

Tome, c. G, ** to say that the Son of was in effect to Nestorianixe. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severians, ** A <pvirit 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist &rvir^<rTaTor, therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to nay two ^i/<rcitB**to say two I'er- 

mnde flesh." From his Kpist. ^ we see sons," Kphraim replies, (I) that ^6- 

that he suspected Eutyches of imag-in. ais is often predicated where person- 

inp^ the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (2) that 

cd in heaven: butap|mrently Eutyches in man there is a ^vtrif of body and 

oniymeant that the two natures were, a ^i;<nr of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable lnde|Hm. call cither btnly or bouI a &w69raff^s^ 

dentiy of (he Incarnation : not that ib. no. '220, p. 2j(>. 
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198 *^ Two Natures after the Union** 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

O. If, then, not a moment intervened between the assomption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumpdon and union *, then there was one nature before the union, 
that M,the Incarnation, but after the union two*'* 

E. I say that Christ was " from two natures." But ** two na- 
. lures" (3vo ^mtccs) I do not say *• 

O. Well, but how is He " from two natures ?" Is it lilce the case 
of silver gilt ? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and dn ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that the mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
violate even after the union '• 

£• Where does Scripture teach tliis ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not then, admit the existence of the properties of each' 
nature? 

£. Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn thiH from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, t. 52. 3, note. MftnKi, vl. 748. 

'Tlieodoret,Demonstr.8.1,*'ThoM * Tliis illustrates the substitution 

who belleTe tliat after the union one at Chalceclon of " in two natures," 

nature of Godhead and Manliood was for the inadequate ** from ' two na- 

constituted, destroy by this theory the tures." See Oxf. Transl. of Fleuiy, 

propert^f!* of the natures : and to des- vol. iii. p. 373, note. Dioscorus at 

troy them is to denr both naturrs. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** I accept the 

tlie confusion of the united elements ' from two,' not the ' two,' Mansi, 

forbids us to thialc of flesh as flesh, or vi. 692. It is obsenrabic that in tliis 

of God as God. But if, even after the fint session of Chalcedon the profes- 

union, the difference between tliese sion of the deceased Flavian, that the 

elements is distinguishable, then no one Christ was *'from two natures" 

confusion has taken pUce, but the after He became man, had been ap- 

unlon is without contusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 

this is granted, the liord Christ is bishops, Mansi, ri. 680. Yet even at 

not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FUvUn 

biUting each nature unimpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 

At the Coundl of Constantinople in da and Seleucus of AmasU had said 

448, Fkiraitius, the Pfttridan, with •'in two natures," lb. 685. 

Fbrian and Basal of Seleucia, urged ' So FUvian in his Snd letter to 

Entyches in vain to admit *• two na- I^eo ; '* Even in the union the pro- 

tores after the union." Basil (by his pertles of the two natures remain en. 

own aeooont at the '• Robbers* meet- tb^" So Iieo in the Tome, c. 3, 

ing,") told Butyches tliat to assert *' Each nature retains iu own proper, 

•ne nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Ep. 35, 

adding to nature the term ** inear- •* 5/c assnmpf am natnram beatificans. 

Bate," was to confound the Godhead at glorificaU in gkiriflcante pcrma- 

•f ow one Lord with Hb flesh, neaL" 
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O. John sayi, ** In the beglnninpf was the Word,** &e. Do yoa 8. Mm 

wf Uiii of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before ^* ^' 
ftll iges ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not sqnnto 
Him from the flesh which was united to Him. 

O. *' Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word* But neither 
do I make the union a confusion.'* 

£. I Icnow of one nature after the union >• 

O. ^Vhen did the Evangelists write, — before or after the union ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words irith the opening of Mat- 8. Halt 
tliew's Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature ? Im- ^* ^* 
possible. 

E. *' When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons." 

O. ** No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I have learned 
the difference between the Godhead and the Manhood* But do 
you, who say, * one nature after the union,' try to harmonise this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care I tliat sounds like *' one nature after the union.** 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these things to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit tliis. 

O. "But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and assign- 
ing to eaci) what belongs to it ^" But if Christ is '* one nature," 

' Simtlnrly, wlien Thcophilus, ncnt yet wc have to take account of the 

hy the Council of ('onstanthiople to qualities of the acts themsclYCs, and 

confer witli Kutyches, had elicited di>ccrn by the (i^e of pure faith to 

from Ilim the admission that the In- Mrhat the humility of the flesh is pro- 

carnate was perfect Man as well as motcd, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect (iod, and had then said to him, bends down : what that is which u 

** If these two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without tlio 

Son, what hinders us from saying ' one Word, and what that is which is ef- 

Son from two natures ?* ** Eutychus fected by the Word not without the 

answered, " Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ is from two natures, ^ passage in LfCo's Tome, c. 4, ** A^t 

^vcioXoytiv fhv Qiiy fiov" above, enim utraque forma.") He adds, c 

p. IbO. But Kutyches owned Christ 8, ** As the liord of migcsty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been cruciflcd, so He who from 

his letter to S. I^eo. (Leo, £p. 21.) eternity is equal to God is said to 

^ See almvc, p. 1 82. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Compare I«(>o, Epist. 165. 6; "AU of I'erson remaining, one and tlie 



though therefore in the one Lord 
Jesus Christ, true Son of Ood and 



same, without separation, b both 
whole Son of Man because of the 



man, there is one l*erson of the Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 
and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Godhead witlt the Father.** 
mon without severance or divblon, This letter was written August 17, 
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202 << ProperiUi qf the Two Naiwres." 

O. Tbb is my argument: but you hare not worked it out accu- 
rateljr. When we thinlc of the human eoal, do we not apeaic onl/ of 
what belongs to its actiTitjr and nature ? 

£. Yea. 

O. So alio as to the bod/? 

£. Yes. 

0« But when we speak of the whole IiTing being, we ascribe to it 
both sets of properties alike. 

£. Excellently said. 

O. So when we speak of Christ's ** natures,** we assign to each 
what belongs to it; but when we speak of the ''Person,** we must 
ascribe to Him alike what belongs rcspectiTcly to tlie natures, so as 
to attach both sets of properties to Christ*, and call Him both God 
and Man, Son of God and Son of Man. 

E. I agree with you that Christ's Person is one, and that to it be- 
long what b IMrine and what b human. But to say that in speaking 
of the natures we must asrign properties to each, seems to me to 
dissolre the union P. 

O. You did not think so in regard of properties of soul and body. 
Do you not admit the parallel between (1) soul and body, (2) Christ's 
Godhead and Manhood ? Is there, then, a union without confusion 
in (1) and a confusion in (2) ? 

E. Assuredly, Christ's Deity, and also His flesh, are infinitely 
superior to soul and body: yet, I say, ''After the union, one 
nature.** 

O. But to say this is grossly inconsistent with the admitted analogy. 

• See also Epbt. 104, that both these two patriarchs the latter says, 

classes of expressioDs bclnnfr to the '*AU the (atbcn ascribe rk iu^p^iwa 

one 8oD ; the one to Him u God, the r^ MpAw^, r^ e«^ 8) rk Btta,'* and 

other to Him as Man. So says Cyril, the former combines Leo's " Agit 

EptKt. p. 117, 134, 160. Seeabore, utraque forma," kc with the next 

p. 1 88. Compare the FormiUary of 438 passage, ** Unus Idemque est rere Dei 

with Leo, Epist. If15, quoted abore. Piiius, et rere hominis Fiilius," and 

9 Some socb difficulty was found by his *' Tenet . • . proprietatem suam 

bishops of Pklestioe and Illyricum, at utraque natura " with a preceding 

the Cbakedonian Council, in certain statement, " Idem • • . Unigenitus .... 

passages of S. liCoN Tome. e. g. natus est de . . • . Maria Vhrgioe." 

** Each form fulfils. In fellowship with Thb brings us to the question of the 

the other, what belongs to it ; that Is, " Theandric ^W^ti la," which U ex- 

the Word works what belongs to tlie plained bj Damascene, iii. lil,tomean, 

Word, and the flesh performs what not the blending of two ** energies *' 

belongs to the flesh," kc By war of into one, but a Joint action of the Di- 

reply, the archdeacon of Constantino- vine and the human. Hence he will 

pie read passages firom Cyril's EpSb- not allow the ''Theandric energy" to 

ties to a slmibr purport, MansI, H. be called **one." Comiiare S.Tho. 

971 ffi compare Eulogius's defence of Aquin. Sum. 3. 9. 10, and Card. New. 

the Tome In Pbotlus, qo. 98ft. p. 848, man In Athan. Treatises, 11. 418. ed. 8, 

aad Ephrahn's, lb. at. 889, p. SM. Of and Robertson, Hist. Ch. IL 483. 
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Coie qf MelehUedee. 198 

£. But u that a ^ tjrpe** which has not the dear impreanon ■ of the 
archetyjie ? 

O. The £mpen>r*8 images are ** types" of the liring Emperor; 
but they lack life and reason, and they only represent the bust*. So 
Moses b a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator at the 
reality. But remember how MelchiMdec is treated of In the Epistle 
to tlie Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeato Heb. 7* 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage entire. Now doce 
this description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and really? 

£. ** Who durst separate what Paul lias combined ?" 

O. You mean that tlie description docs apply Co Melehisedee in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was " witliout father or mother, without be- 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. ** The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidadon.** 

O. Paul means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is tlie archetype of Melchisedec" Consider the points of resem* 
blance. Had Christ a father according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to tlie Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is " without gcnealop:y" in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, tlicn, does tliat language apply to 
Melchisedec? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Clirist in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

E. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to the economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. *' An image ouglit to represent the archetype." 

"* Xapaicr^par. Cf. Ileb. i. 3. ^ See Theodorct, ** Quod . . . anlcua 

" See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. Ui. 5. Filius nit*' (Schulze, iv. 1311.) *He 

Athan. Treatucs, ii. 175, eil. 2. is without fatlior in regard to Hia 

* So Atlianasius and Cyril both use Manliood, . . . and is witliout mother 

>^ffi for " hi reality.*' Cp. p. 9C. as God." 

O 



I I i I I ■ I ■ ■ ■■ ' " ' 



194 Ca$e of Melchisedee. 

1 Cot O. Does not Paul call man an ^ image of God ?** On your show- 

^1* '• ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, uncireumscribed, inoomposite: 
to createy to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
angrjf — nor to un, &c« 

£. Man b not God's image in all points. 

O. But in whaterer p<nnts he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 

E. I grant it. 
C«L 1. O. Ptol calls the Son ^ the Image of the Invinble God." 
^j^^ £• What ? has not the Son all that the Father has ? 
IC 14. O. He b not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotten 4. 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So then it is true ; an image has not all that the arclie^e has. 

E. It b true. 

O. In thb way, then, b Melchisedee said to have been ^ made like 
unto the Son of God.** 

£• Granting other points, how shall we understand hb ** not baring 
beginning of days,** &c ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, ndther began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedee was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after hb order, ** offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice.** 

E. We have had a long discusdon about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
diflkult to understand. 

£. Let us return to our point. 

O. Where' were we ? 
1 Tfeik S. E. You had cited **The Man Christ Jesus,** in proof that it was 
^ right to call Christ not ** God ** only, but also *' Man.'* 

O. I remember what led us off into tliis digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ought to call Christ ** Man," as well as "^ God ? " 

E. I call Him "* God," for He b God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
"Man," 

E. The name " Man " does not befit Him so well as " God," be- 

^ See Atban. de Synod. 49. *' what ther," Compare Pearson on the Creed, 

It predicated of the Father Is predU ii. 43, on this use of the term'* cause," 

cated also in Scripture of the Son, qootinfc S. Basil, Rpist. 38. 4, lie. 

flueptiBf only the being called F^ Cf. 8. Greg. Nas. Orat. 83. 7. 
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Need of owning Chriit to he '' Man!' 105 

cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Man to the 

* dispensation '•* 

O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal * ? 
E. It b true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming 
man, the name ^ Man ** b a true name for Him. For, haf ing as- 
sumed human nature. He was called ** Man.*\ 
E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. **Bj Man came also the Resurrecdon,** 1 p^* ^ 
meaning, of course, Christ ^ " Do not let us think ourseWes uriser * 
than the great preachers of trutli.** 

E. ** I do not so tliink : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to conYert Mardonitcs and Mani- 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But whj not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to tliem as officers to soldiers ? Hare not they to figlit 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreorer, as we said, 
the physician has to add to nature the quality whicli it lacks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was what 
the Lord did. 

E. Where, — how? 

O. AVhat did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He said to them; " Many good works have S. John 
I shown you," and the rest of the passage. U* ^"~ 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there w«is no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how tlie ^* ^» 
Ciirist, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not '* Son of 
David," but " J^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers*, 

' Tnt olKovofilas, Cf. Atbao. Tome, • See lico, Epist. 59. 4. '* He who 

7. docfl not admit that the Only-bcffut- 

' ^ojrraffiiLiri. ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Lung before, in the letter to the Davidiac Virginia !• alien from the 
Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) while whole m)*stery of Christian religion:*' 
fiercely attackinp^ Cynl's Articles, and Ep. 72, ** Be not ashamed of the 
Tlieodoret hod cited texts In whidi Goetpel of the f^eneratlon of Jesus 
Christ was calkMi man, tliis among Christ, Son of David . . • according 
the rest. to the flesh.*' But Cyril had said the 
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The Incarnation involves ii. 107 

E. Yes, before all ages. 

O. Was the flesli also preexlstent ? 

E. By no means *• 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the Annunciatioo ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then there were not '* two natures before the union,** but only 
one ^ ; only the Godhead, that nature which is ctfemal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incarnation, or the becom* 
ing Man, from the union ? 

£. No. 

(). Kight: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

£. So it apiKttrs. 

O. And the assumption invoWed the union ? 

£. Yes. 

O. Well : if then tlie union was the becoming Man, and He be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, then before the union tliore was one nature, L o. 
the Divine. 

£. But is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

£. ** You misled me by your arguments." 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Incar- 
nation differ from the union in tlie nature of the thing ? 

£. Very much. 

()• Exphun more fully, wherein lies tlie diflfcronce. 

E. The very numcs prove it. '* Incarnation" means, tlie assumption 
of flesh : " union," the conjunction of thinpi tliat were sc|Kiratcd. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to tlie union ? 

E. No. 

text shows that what he meant was, the human nature of Chmt had t>vcr 

'*Thc one Son, or Christ, is iiidivi- existed <ipart from His l)i«*ine l*er»ou. 

sible after tlie union.*' See above, Kphraim of Antioch followetlljeo and 

p. 175. TliwKloret here, (rhotius, no. 2iH, 

* Eranistcs disowns this Apollina- p. 247,) and urfced tliat tlie flesh had 

rian theory, for wiiicli see above, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and tliat to af- 

^ " It is as impious," says lieo in his firm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. G, " to say that the Son of was in elfect to Nestorianize. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severians, ** A ^v^tt 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist iiifvir6(rrarotf therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to say two pvc€is*'**to say two I'er- 

made flesh." From his Kpist. 3o we see sons," Kphraim replies, (1) that ^^. 

that he suspected Eutyches of im<if|fin. as is often predicated where penon- 

inf^ the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (i) that 

ed in heaven: butapiiarently Eutychits in man there is a ipvirts of body and 

only meant that the two natures wore, a <i>y<ns of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable inde|)cn. call cither btnly or soul a ^^^rtrts, 

dently of the Incaiiiiition : not that ib. no. 220, p. 2o6, 
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196 ^ Two Natures after the Union/* 

O. The onion, tbeni took place in the conception ? 

£. Yee. 

O. If, then, not a moment intervened between the amumptton of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumpUon and union *, then there was one nature l>efore the union^ 
that is, tlie Incarnation, but after the union two'. 

E. I sa/ that Christ was " from two natures." But ** two na- 
tures*' (Svo ^ccf ) I do not say *• 

O. Well, but how is He ** from two natures ?" Is it like the case 
of siWer gilt ? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineibble and inconceiTable. 

O. I also admit tliat the mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
mlate eren after the union ^ 

K. Where does Scripture teach tins ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Gift me some proof. 

O. Do you not tlien, admit the existence of the properties of cai;h' 
nature? 

£. Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn thiK from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Qnotod by Hooker, t. 58. 3, note. Manid, rl. 748. 

'Tbeodoret,Demonstr.2.1,'*Th(i8e * Tliia llluntratcs the substitution 
who bdiere that after the union one at Chalccclon of ** in two natures/' 
nature of Godhead and Manliood was for the inadequate ** from ' two na- 
constituted, destroy by this theorj the tures.*' See Oxf. Transl. of Fleury, 
liropertics of the natures : and to des- toI. iii. p. 373, note. Diosconis at 
troy them Is to denr both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 
the confusion of the united elements 'from two,' not the 'two,' Mansi, 
forbids us to think of flesh as flesh, or rl. 692. It Is observable that in this 
of God as God. But if, eren after the first session of Chalcedon the profes- 
unlon, the difference between these slon of the deceased FUvian, that the 
elements b distinguishable, then no one Christ was "from two natures" 
confusion has taken place, but the after He became man, had been ap- 
union b without contusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 
this it granted, the liord Christ Is bishops, MansI, vl. 68a Yet even at 
not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FUvian 
bibiting each nature unUnpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 
At the Conndl of Constantinople In da and Seleucus of Amasia bad said 
448, Florentius, the Phtridan, with •'In two natures," ib. 685. 
Flariaa and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So FUvian in hU 2nd letter to 
Bntycfaet In vain to admit " two na- lieo ; '• Even in the unton the pro- 
tores after the union." Basil (by hU perties of the two natures remain en* 
•WB aeeoant at the •• Robbers' meet, thre." So Iieo In the Tome, c. 3, 
lug,") told Butyches tluit to assert •• Each nature retains lu own proper- 
one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and In £p. 35, 
adding to nature the term '* Incar. •* 5/c assumptam naturam beatlficans. 
Bate," was to confound the Godhead ut rlorlfioaU In gkirlficante pcrma- 
«f €V OM Lord with lib fledi. neat." 
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O. John sayg, **In tlie beginninur was the Word," &e. Do yoa 8- Join 
say this of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before ^* 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not separate 
Him from the flesh which was united to Him. 

O. *' Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word. But neithor 
do I make the union a confusion." 

£• I know of one nature after the union C 

O. When did the Evangelists write, — before or after the union ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of tlie Holy Spirit* 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Mat- 8. Matt. 
tliew*s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature ? Im- ^* ^* 
possible. 

£. ** When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons.'* 

O. " No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I hare learned 
the difference between the Godhead and the Manhood* But do 
you, who say, ' one nature after the union,' try to harmonise this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care 1 tliat sounds like ** one nature after the union." 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these things to 
Christ. 

£. I too admit tliis. 

O. " But I say it as contemplating two natures in Uim, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it'." But if Christ is '*oiie nature," 

r Simtlnrly, when Thcophilu^, sent yet wc have to take account of the 

hy the Cuuncil of Constantinople to qn.ilities of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Eutyches, had elicited discern by the ghze of pure faith to 

from Him the admission that the In- w^hat the humility of the fiesli b pro- 

carnate was perfect Man as well as nioted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect (tod, and had then said to him, bends down : what that is which is 

** If these two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without tlie 

Son, what hinders us from sayin^^ * one Word, and what that is which is ef- 

Son from two natures?'** Eutyches fccted by the Word not without tho 

answered, " Far be it from mo to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ is from two natures, ff passap^ in Leo's Tome, c. 4, ** Agit 

^virio\oy*7¥ rhi^ et6y fiov" above, enim utraquc formo."^ He adds, c 

p. 180. Dut Eutyches owned Christ 8, "As the 1/ord of majesty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

his letter to S. I^eo. (Leo, Ep. 21.) eternity is equal to God is said to 

^ See above, p. 182. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ ComiKin; I«(*o, Epist. 165. 6; '' Al- of Person remaining, one and the 

though therefore in the one Lord same, without separation, it both 

Jesus Christ, true Son of God and whole Son of Man because of tlie 

man, there is one Person of tho Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 

and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Godhead with tlie Father.*' 

mon without severance or divUion, This letter was written August I7t 
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Disiifiction between the Natures. 



SKS7. 



liow can things so oppoute is esdslence in the beginning and descent 
fipom creatures be appropriated to it? And consider this: is God 
the Word to be called the Maker of all things ? 

£• ITes, so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£. The nxth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

£. Twen^, I think. 

O. From Abraluun to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

fi. For^-two. 

O. How can Christ, if He is " one nature," have been the Crea- 
tor, and also have been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam's descendants ? 

E. ** I have said before that both the former and tlie latter pertain 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate K** 

O. ''Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of tlie 
Word became incarnate. I know that tlie nature of the Word b one ; 
but I know also, that the flesli, by employing which He became in* 
camate, b of a different nature. And I tliink tliat you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incama^n involve any change ?" 

£• I know not how He became incarnate, but I believe He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance ! Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after He 
became incarnate. Divine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to be unchangeable. 

O. ** It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

E. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of tlie Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which the nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is another. 

E. Clearly. 

O. Was He tlien turned into flesh ? 



458, after Timothy ««the Weud" 
bad written to the Emperor lioo, ac> 
msinf^ 8. lieo of NestorianLdng. On 
the meaning of ** eommuniratio idio- 
matam** or ** antiilotit," which Da- 
maieene, iil. 5, calla a vt^x^^P^Ki** 
fee above, p. 59. 

^ Cvrirs phFMe, believed hy him 
to be Atbanaiiao, — lee above, p. 174. 



Hero Tbeodoret implidtly aorepts it, 
b«t in a Kme of Ui own, aa meaning, 



the Word*a own nature, IliaGodhoail, 
li one: He has not two Godiieads. 
But wliat Cyril meant by tlie phrase 
U repeated!/, in substance, admitted, 
or even urged, by Theodoret. In 
Epist. 186 he says that no ChristUn 
teacher *' ever heard of any one who- 
asserted one nature of flesh and God- 
head:" and cerUinly Cyril did not 
thia, bat the contrary. 
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ha also '' Man.*" 101 

E. Yes- 

O. We have then to persuade the Arian, that there b one Essenoe 
in God, and tlie Sabellian, that there are three Persons*— by different 
phrases. 

£. Yes: but are we not wandering from our point? 

O. No: you will soon see that we have been gathering m a t e ri a l s 
for ita decision. Hare all heresies owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

E. No : some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have acknowledged a part of His humanity. 

E. Yes ; but tell me tlie names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c have denied Christ^s humanity : Ar» 
temon, Theodotos, Paul of Samosata, &c. His Diviidty. Arius* and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : ApoUinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a predpioe, without trying to 
rescue them? '! 

E. No, it would be inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ- 
lent plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif* 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the Photiniana 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to tliem of Hb Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incarnation with Arians, or Eunomiaiis^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — tliat the rational soul is nut 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — what do they believe and what 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Clmst's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall have to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory^. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell them that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

f A nilsUke as to Arias, see New. muscles, bile, &c. 

man. Tracts Tlieol. and Eccles. p. 258. * Kol fi^ ^amacia¥ r^w Btiaw otxov^^ 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf* tiiw KaK^tv, Cf. Ath. Ep. Epict. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of ApoUin. 1. 3. 
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Coie qf MeleMiedee. 198 

£. But U that a ^tjrpe** which has not the clear impreittOD" of Uie 
archetyjie ? 

O. The £mpen>r*8 images are ** types" of the Hying Emperor; 
but they kck life and reason, and they only represent the bust*. So 
Moses is a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator at the 
reality. But remember how MelchiMdec is treated of in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. 7- 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage entire. Now doe* 
this description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and really? 

£. ** Who durst separate what Paul has combined ?" 

O. You mean that tlie description docs apply Co Melchisedee in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** witliout father or mother, without be- 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. ** The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidadon.** 

O. Paul means that '* in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is the archetype of Melchisedec'* Consider the points of resem* 
blance. Had Christ a fitther according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to tlie Divine nature ? 

£. By no means P. 

O. So He is " without genealogy" in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

£. I agree to this. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

£. So as to his parentage. 

O. Ycsy these particulars, according to tlie economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

£. *' An image ought to represent the archetype." 

"* Xaf>aKTripaf, Cf. Ileb. i. 3. ' See Theodorct, ** Quod . . . anlcua 

> See Atlian. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 5. Filius sit*' (Schulze, iv. 1311.) 'He 

Athan. Trcatucs, ii. 175, eil. 2. U without fatlicr in regard to Hia 

* So Atlmnasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and is witliout mother 

f^tt for " hi reality." Cp. p. OC. as God." 

O 
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194 Ca$e of MelchUedee. 

1 Gar O. Does not Paul call man an ** image of God ?** On your show- 

^1* '• ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, uncireumacribed, incomposite: 
to createy to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
angrjf — nor to sin, &c« 

£. Man is not God's image in all points. 
O. But in whaterer points he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 
E. I grant it. 
CsLl. O. Pkul calls the Son "^ the Image of the Invinble God." 

flL Jclm ^' ^^ ^ ^^ "^^ ^^® ^" ^^ ^^ ^® Father has ? 
IC 14. O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotteii <• 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the arclie^rpe has. 

E. It is true. 

O. In this way, then, b Melchisedec sud to haf e been ^ made like 
unto the Son of God." 

E. Granting other points, how shall we understand hb *' not baring 
beginning of days," &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. %o^ in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after hb order, ** offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

E. We have had a long discusdon about tlib. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

E. Let us return to our pomt. 

O. Where' were we ? 
S. E. You had cited **The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
right to call Christ not ** God " only, but also '* Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
onght to call Christ «" Man," as well as *' God ? " 

E. I call Him '« God," for He b God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
" Man." 

E. The name '* Man " does not befit Him so well as <* God," be- 

« See Atban. de Synod. 49. " what ther," Compare Pranon on the Creed, 

It predicated of the Father Is predl- U. 43, on this lue of the term "cauie,** 

cUed also in Scripture of the Son, qootinfc 8. Basil, Rpist. 38. 4, lie. 

flKceptlBg only tlie being called F^ Cf. 8. Greg. Nas. Orat. 83. 7. 
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19G Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. Yoa do not attend to the passage. He asked, ** How is He 
, tlien His Son ? " He did not say, «* He is liord, not Son.** He ask- 
ed, ** How is He his Son ? *' as if to say, *« In one respect He is 
Lord, in another He is Son.** This proves that He liad both the 
Godhead and tlie Manhood. 

E. ''No need of arguments. The Jjord distinctly taught thaf. 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did He not so teach the Canaanitish woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, aocom* 
modating Himself to tiie weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
feetiy believe. But now that He is risen, tiiese names are obsolete. 

O. AViis Paul one of die |>erfect, or of the imfierfect ? 

E. ** We ought not to joke about serious tilings." 

O. " Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles.** 

E. ** W\io is so wretched as to neglect his own salvation ' ? ** 

O. Answer my question as to Pkiul. 

£. Clearly he m a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the deatii of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he speaks of Christ as " of tiie 
I Urn. S. seed of David." I could cite other texts, but I think it would be 
^ superfluous. 

E. You promised to show tiiat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere existence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He sud after His 
B. Lake Rrsurrection, *' Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c. ** Now I have 
^ ^^ fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge His two Na- 
tures." 

£• '*Tliere were two before the union: but when they came to- 
getiier, they constituted one nature '." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was tiie Word preexistent before the conception ? 

like, Ep. ad 8uoc 9. that blencd I'mil tain." Ep. Feit. 89. 

bad deicribed the descendant of Abra- r Quoted by Ijeo, In bis Tome, c. 5, 

ham, of Jews, of David, as Lord of and in bb second Tome or Epist. 165. 

gkiry, &c. ■ Tbb was tbo proiHwItlon to wblch 

■ Obsenre tbe spiritual importance Eutycbcs adlivred at tlie Council of 

ascribed to tbe reading of Scripture. Constantinople In 448. Sco Mansi, wU 

So, e. g. 8. Athanasius, after enome- 744 ; Pleurj, b. 97, c 28. He tliousrbt 

rating tbe canonkal books, says, tlien, as Dioscorus tbougbt at CbaJce- 

** Tbcse are fountains of salration, so don, (MansI, vi. 684,) tbat be was 

that be who tbirsts may be satUted boMing last to 8. Cyril, e.g. ad 8ucc. 

with tbe ondes wblcb they eon. 1. (BpUt. p. 137.) But Cyril's eon* 
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The Incarnaiion involves it* 107 

E. Yc«, before all ages. 

O. Was the 6eiili also preexlstent ? 

£. By no means *• 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the Annunciatioii ? 

£. So I say. 

O. Then there were not " two natures before the uniony" but ooljr 
one ^ ; only tlie Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incaruation, or the beooni* 
ing Man, from the union ? 

£. No. 

(). Kight: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesli. 

£. So it apiiears. 

O. And the assumption involved the union ? 

£. Yes. 

O. Well : if then tlie union was the becoming Man, and He be- 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, tlien before the union tliore was one nature, i. e. 
the Divine. 

£. But is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

£. ** You misled me by your arguments.*' 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does tlie Iiicar^ 
nation differ from the union in tlie nature of the tiling ? 

£. Very much. 

O. ExpUin more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. The very numes prove it. '* Incarnation" means, tlie assumption 
of desli : " uiitoii," tlie conjunction of thinps that were 8C|>aratcd. 

O. Is tlie Incarnation prior to tlie union ? 

E. No. 

text hIiows that what he meant was, the human nature of Chmt had ever 

**The one 8on, or Christ, U indivU exixted ajmrt from Ilia Divine PeriMin. 

sible after tlie union." See above, Kphraim of A ntioch followed Leo and 

p. 175. TlicfMlorct here, (Photius, no. 228, 

* Eranistcs disoMms thU Apollina- p. 247,) and ur^ed that the flesh had 

rian theory, for which see above, no existence whatever before it waa 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af- 

^ " It is as impious," says liCO in his firm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. C, " to say that the Son of was in ctfect to Nestorianize. To the 

God wax of two natures before the objection of the Severians, ** A ^vvtt 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist iLinfw6<rraroff therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to say two ^va-cif»**to say two I'er- 

made flesh." Prom his Kpist. 35 we see sons," Kphraim replies, (1) that ^^. 

that he suspected Eutyches of imagin- <rt9 is often predicated where person- 

ing* the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (2) that 

cd in heaven: butapimrently Eutycht^s in man there is a ^viris of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a ^u<ris of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable indepen^ call either body or soul a iv^rrm^ts, 

dently of the Incarnation : not that ib. no. 22U, p. 25U. 
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198 ^ Two Natures after the Utdon^^ 

O. The oniony then, took place in the conception ? 

£. Yes. 

O. If; then, not a moment intervened between the assumption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *, then there was one nature before the union, 
that isy the Incarnation, but after the union two K 

E. I say that Christ was '' from two natures.'' But ** two na- 
tures" (Ho ^vau%) I do not say*. 

O. Well, but how is He '' from two natures ?" Is it lilce the case 
of silver gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — tiie union is ineifable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit tiiat tiie mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
viobite even after the uuion '. 

E. Where does Scripture teach this ? 

O. Scripture b full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not tiien, admit the existence of the properties of each ~ 
nature? 

E. Not after the union. 

O. Let us tlien learn thiM from Scripture. 

E. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, t. 52. 3, note. Manxi, vi. 748. 

'TlieodoretfDemonstr.S.l, "Those * Tliis Uluatratcs the substitution 

who beliere tlmt after the union one at Clialccdon of ** in two natures,'* 

nature of Godhead and Manliood was for the inadequate ** from ' two na- 

ronsUtnted, destroy by tbb theory the tures." See Oxf. Transl. of Fleury, 

properties of the natures : and to des- vol. iii. p. 373, note. Dioscorus at 

troy them is to deny both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 

tlie confusion of the united dements ' from two,' not the ' two,' MansI, 

forbids us to thinlc of flesh as flesh, or ri. 698. It is obsenrable that in tliis 

of God as God. But if, even after the first session of Clialcedon the profes- 

unlon, the difference between theM sion of the deceased FUvian, tliat the 

elements b distinguishable, then no one Christ was ** from two natures " 

confusion has taken pUce, but the after He became man, had been ap- 

union is without confusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 

this is granted, the liord Christ is bishops, Mansi, ri. 680. Yet even at 

not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at whidi Ftorian 

bibitinjf each nature unimpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 

At the Council of Constantinople in da and Seleucus of Amasia had said 

448, FkNientius, the Pktridan, with «Mn two natures," ib. 685. 

Flavian and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So FtovUn in his Snd letter to 

Kutyches in vain to admit ** two na- fjeo ; ** Even in the uaton the pro- 

tores after the union." Basil (by his perties of the two natures remain en. 

own aeoount at the '* Robbers' meet- tire." So lieo in the Tome, c. 3, 

Ing,") told Botycfaes that to assert ** Each nature retains Its own proper- 

MM nature after the unkm, without ty without defect," and In Bp. 35, 

adding to nature the term ** Inear- *« Sic assumptam naturam beatificans. 

Bate," was to confound the Godhead ut giorificata in gkirificante pcrma- 

«f our one Lord with Hb flesh, neat." 
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O. John sayi, " In the beglnnin|if was the Word,** &c. Do 700 ^Mm 
say tins of the flesh, or of the Word, begotten of the Father before ^* ^* 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not separata 
Him from the flesh which was united to Ilim. 

O. *' Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word. Bat neither 
do I make the union a confusion." 

E. I Icnow of one nature after the union >• 

O. Wlien did the Evangelists write, — before or after the union ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Mat- 8. Matt 
tliew^s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature? Im« ^* ^* 
possible. 

E. ** When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begottea 
Son into two Persons." 

O. " No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I hare learned 
the difference between the Godhead and the Manhood. But do 
you, who say, * one nature after the union,' try to harmoniie this 
with the prologues of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care I tliat sounds like ** one nature after the union.** 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these tilings to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit Uiis. 

O. " Uut I say it as contcm]>lating two natures in Him, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it ^" But if Christ is *' one nature," 

f Simtlnrly, when Thcopliilux, sent yet wc have to take accx>unt of tiic 

by the Council of C'OnstantinopIe to qualities of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Kutyches, had elicited di.*sccrn by the g^aze of pure faith to 

from Ilim the admission that the In- what the humility of the flesh is pro- 

carnate was perfect Man as well as muted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect God, and had then said to him, bends down : what tliat is which is 

*' If these two perfects make up one dune by the flesh not without tlio 

Son, what hinders us from saying ' one Word, and what that is which Is ef- 

Son from two natures?'" Eutychcs fectcd by the Word not without the 

answered, *' Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ Is from two natures, ij passap^ in Leo's Tome, c. 4, ** Ag^t 

^wrioKayur rhr et6p nov,** above, enim utraquc forma.") He adds, c 

p. \bO, But Kutyches owned Christ 8, "As the l/ord of migcsty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

bis letter to S. I«eo. (Leo, £p. 21.) eternity is equal to God u said to 

^ Sec above, p. 1 82. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Compare Ij4H), Epist. 165. 6; " AU of I'erson remaining, one and the 

though therefore in the one Lord same, without separation, is both 

Jesus Christ, true Son of God and whole Son of Man because of the 

man, there b one I*erson of the Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 

and the flcsli, which has actions com- of His one Gotlhead with the Father.'* 

mon without severance or division, This letter was written August 17, 
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DiitineiUm between the Naiuree* 



.Matt. 

I.S7. 



liow can things so opposite as existence in the beginning and descent 
ftom creatures be appropriated to it? And condder this: is God 
the Word to be called the Maker of all things ? 

£• Yes, so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£• The sixth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

£. Twenty, I think. 

O. From Abraliam to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

£• Forty*two. 

O. How can Clirist, if He is *' one nature," have been the Crea- 
tor, and also have been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam's descendants ? 

E. ** I have said before that botli the former and tlie latter pertain 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate \** 

O. *^Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of the 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature of the Word is one ; 
but I know also, that the flesh, by employing which He l)ecame in- 
carnate, is of a different nature. And I tliink that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incarnation involve any change ?" 

£. I know not how He became incarnate, but I believe He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance I Now 1 say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after Ho 
became incarnate. Divine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to l>e unchangeable. 

O. ** It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

£. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of tlie Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which the nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is anotlier. 

E. Clearly. 

O. Was He then turned into flesh ? 
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458, sfter Timothy ««tbe Weasel 
bad written to tlie Emperor I^eo, ae- 
msini^ 8. I^eo of Neatorianidnic. On 
the meaning of ** oommunicaUo idio- 
matnm** or ** antidotb/* wblch I>a- 
maieene, liL 5, calli a vtp«xiSfi|riff, 
see above, p. 59. 

^ Crrirs phnue, believed by him 
to be Atbanasian, — see above, p. 174. 
Here Theodoret implidlly acrrpts it, 
bvt ia a sense of hb own, as meaning, 



tlie Word's own nature, IIlsGoilhead, 
is one: He bos not two Godlifads. 
Bot wliat C)Til meant by tlie phrase 
b repeatedly, in substance, admitted, 
or even urged, by Theodoret. In 
Epist. 126 be says timt no Christian 
teacher '* ever board of any one wlio« 
asserted one nature of flesh and Ood- 
bead:" and certainly Cyril did not 
this, but the contrary. 
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but alio "* Man/" 191 

E. Yes. 

O. We hare then to peimuide the Arian, that there is one Essence 
in God, and tlie Sabellian, that there are three Persons,— by different 
phrases. 

E. Yes: but are we not wandering from oar point ? 

O. No: yott will soon see that we have been gathering materiah 
for its decision. Hare all heresies owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ? 

£. No : some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have acknowledged a part of His humanly. 

E. Yes ; but tell me tlie names of the sects to which yoa allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c. have denied Christ*s humanly : Ar- 
temon, Theodotas, Paul of Samosata, &c. His Divinity. Arius* and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : ApoUinaiis, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a predpioe« without trying to 
rescue them? '! 

£. No, it would he inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ- 
ent plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the l*hotiniaDs 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incarnation witli Arians, or Eunomiaiis^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — that the rational soul is nut 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — wliat do they believe and wliat 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Ciirist's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall liave to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory^. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell them that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

r A mistake as to Arias, see New. muscles, bile, itc. 

man, Tracts Theol. and Eccles. p. 258. ' Koi fi^ ^tuna^tw r j)y Otiav otVoro-- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, 8uf> fLlanraXfiy. Cf. Ath. Ep. Epict. 7.c. 

fusion of e/es, toothache, straining of ApoUin. 1. 3. 
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192 Scripture eatti Chriit "^ Man!' 

E. Jurtso. 

O. Indeed I but how can we bid them cdl Him ''Man," if we our- 
■dves decline to call Him no ? They will convict us of bconsistency. 

E. We do not agree with them : for we own that the Word aa- 
sumed flenh and a rational souL 

O. ** If we confess the thing, why aroid the name ?" 

£• ** Christ ought to be named from what is ''more honoundde.** 

O. Follow that out, and, you will give up calling Him " crucified** 
and " risen." 

E. No : for those words refer to His Pkssion, to deny which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name " Man" is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — therefore, to deny the Ptanon, — tlierefore, to 
annul our salvation. 

£. '^ I deem it important to recognise the nature which He as- 
sumed. But to call the Saviour 'Man' b to impdr the Lord^s 
glory k.** 

Mn O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
-^ self a man, or than Peter and Paul who so spoke of Him ? 

£. Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 
* ^ the largest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there are Jews, Psgans, and couatless heretics, and they 
must all be approached witli teaching which will suit tlieir cases. 
But, waiving that, tell me what harm b done by calling Christ 
" God and Man ?" Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
film? 

E. It is. I hare often said so. But " to call Him ' Man' is, I 
think, superfluous, especially when Christians converse together." 
O. Pkul and Timothy were Christians, and Paul calls Christ 
tim. S. " Man" in a passage where also the very name " Mediator" implies 
that He m Man as well as God K He b Mediator, because, as God, 
He b conjoined to the Father as having Uie same essence, — and, as 
Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 
K» E. Was not Moses called " a mediator ? " 

O. He was a type of the Medbtor, but no type comes up to the 
ed. 7* reality. He was not by nature God, but he was "appointed as a god 
to Pharaoh." . 

^ See this quoted in Newman's man nature," Newman, 1. e. 

Athan. Treat. IL 148. ed. 2. A lort > So Theod. in loe. Tlie doctrine 

of wiO-wonhip or mitdirected reve- of the Medbtor ii set fortli in 8. Iro- 

reace b here uidiaited at the motive nsui, iU. 18, and S. Augustine de Civ. 

of Eatycfaians. Eatycbes himself Dei, ix. 15, and Sermons 840 and S93. 

wookl cdl C^urbt man, Imt (on a Uko Compare Willierforoe on the Incar- 

praleit) **refased to admit Hb h«- nation, c. 7, p. 144. 
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Case qf Melekisedee. 108 

£. But 18 that I*' type*' which has not the dear impretnoD"* of the 
archety]ie ? 

O. The Emperor's images arc ** types" of the Vmng Emperor ; 
hut they laclc life and reason, and they only represent the hust *• So 
Moses is a mediator as an image or ty|)e, Christ is a Mediator as the 
reality. But rememher how Melchisedec is treated of in the Epistle 
to tlie Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. ?• 1—19.) 

O. You have done well to redte the passage endre. Now doe« 
this description belong to Mdchisedec in nature* and reality? 

E. ** Who durst separate what Paul has combined ?** 

O. You mean that tlie description docs apply to Mdchlsedee in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** without father or motlier, without be* 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. *' The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs eluddadon.** 

O. Ptuil means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is tlie archetype of Melchisedec" Consider the points of resem- 
bUnce. Had Christ a hther according to the flesh? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to the Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is '* without gencnlojry" in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, then, does tliat language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Ciirist in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

E. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to the economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. *' An image ouglit to represent the archetype." 

"* XapoKTripau Cf. Heb. i. 3. » Sec Theodorct, ** Quod . . . anicus 

■ See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. iii. 5. Filius sit" (Sdmbee.iv. 1311.) 'He 

Athan. Treatises, ii. 175, ed. 2. is without fatiicr in ref^ard to Ilia 

* 8o Atlianasius and Cyril both use Manliood, . . . and is witliout mother 

>^i for '* hi reality." Cp. p. OG. as God." 

O 
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194 Case of Melchisedee. 

1 G«r O. Does not Paul call man an ** image of God ?" On your show- 

^^* '• ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, uncircumscribed, inoomposite: 
to create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
angrjf — nor to sin, &c. 

£• Man b not God's image in all points. 

O. But in whaterer points be is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 

£• I grant it. 
GcL 1. O. Pkul calls the Son ~ the Image of the Invisible God." 
y^j^^ £. What ? has not the Son all that the Fatlier has ? 
IC 14* O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotten 4. 

E. If He were, He would not be Son. 

O. So Uien it is true ; an image has not all that the archetype has. 

£. It u true. 

O. In this way, then, u Melchisedee said to have been ** made like 
unto the Son of God." 

E. Granting other points, how shall we understand his *' not having 
beginning of days," &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedee was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after his order, ** offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

£• We have had a long discussion about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

£. Let us return to our pomt. 

O. Where' were we ? 
1 Tta. S. E. You had cited *'The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
^ right to call Christ not " God " only, but also «* Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ^ Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ought to call Christ '* Man," as well as '' God ? " 

E. I call Him "« God," for He b God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
" Man." 

£• The name ** Man " does not befit Him so well as ** God," be- 

« See Atban. de Synod. 49. *' what ther," ComDare Peareon on the Creed, 

it predicated of the Father b predl- iL 43, onthuiueof thetarm*'cauM,'' 

cated also In Scriptare of the Son, quotlnic 8. Basil, Rpbt. 88. 4, lie. 

CMsptliig only the beuig called Pb- Cf. 8. Greg. Nas. Orat. 83. 7. 
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Need of owning ChrUt to he '' Man.*^ 105 

cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Man to the 
* dispensation '•' 

O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal * ? 
E. It is true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming 
man, the name " Man ** is a true name for Him. For, harag' as- 
sumed human nature, He was called '* Man.*'^ 

E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. ''By Man came also the Resurrection,'* ^^^* ^ 
meaning, of course, Clirist^ " Do not let us think ourseWcs wiser 
than tlie great preachers of trutli.** 

E. ** I do not so think : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to conYert Marcionites and Mani« 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to them as officers to soldiers ? Hare not they to figlit 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreover, as we said, 
tlie physician has to add to nature tlie quality which it bcks. If he 
finds heat ])redominating, he must apply cold. And this was wliat 
the Lord did. 

E. Where, — how? 

O. ^Vliat did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant tliat He was aUso God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He siud to them ; *' Many good works have S. John 
I shown you," and the rest of the passage. ^ ^^"" 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^* ^» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not " Son of 
David," but " J^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers \ 

' T^f oUorofiias, Cf. Atban. Tome, * See IjCO, Epist. 59. 4. ** Ho who 

7. docs not admit that the Only-bcgfut- 

■ 4^arra<ntiiri, ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Long" before, in the letter to the Davidioc Virginiii ii alien from the 

Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) while whole mystery of Christian religion:*' 

fiercely attacking Cyril's Articles, and Ep. 72, ** Be not osliamed of the 

Theodoret had cited texts In which Go»pei of the generation of Jesus 

Christ was called moo, tlUs among Christ, Son of David . . . according^ 

the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 

02 
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IOC Scripiure evidence of the Manhood. 

O. Yoa do not attend to the passage. He asked, ** How is He 

, then His Son ? " He did not say, " He is I^ord, not Son." He ask- 

cd, ** How is He his Son ? " as if to say, *' In one respect He is 

Lord, in another He is Son." This prores tliat He had hoth the 

€k>dhead and tlie Manhood. 

E. ''No need of arguments. The Jjord disUnctly taught tlial*. 
He does not will to be called Son of David.'* 

O. Why then did Ho not so teach the CanaaniUsh woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom* 
nodating Himself to tlie weakness of tliose who did not as yet per- 
fectly beliere. But now that He is risen, tliese names are obsolete. 

O. Wm Paul one of tlie perfect, or of the im|Nfrfect ? 

E. ** We ought not to joke about serious tilings." 

O. ** Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles." 

E. ** ^Vlio is so wretched as to neglect liis own salvation ■ ? " 

O. Answer my question as to Pkul. 

£. Clearly he is a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he siieaks of Christ as ** of tlie 
r Tfaa. S. seed of David." 1 could dto other texts, hut I tliiiik it would be 
^ saperfluous. 

E. You promised to show tliat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere existence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He siud after His 
lb Lake Resurrection, ** Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c. '* Now I have 
M. J0. fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge His two Na- 
tures." 

E. ''Tliere were two before the union: but when they came to- 
getlier, they constituted one nature*." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was the Word precxisteiit before the conception ? 

Eke, Bp. ad Succ 2. tliat blessed PhuI tain." Ep. Fest. 80. 

had described the descendant of Abnu f Quoted by I/eo, in Ids Tome, r. 5, 

ham, of Jewt, of David, at Lord of and in liis second Tome or E|»ist. 165. 

glofy. Ice. ■ Tlib was tlie pru])osition to whicli 

■ Obsenre tbe spiritual importance EutycUcs adhered at the Conncil of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. ConsUntinople in 448. See Mansi, vi. 

So, 6. g. & Atbaoasius, after enume- 744 ; Pleury, b. 37, c 28. He thought 

rating tbe canonical boolu, says, tlien, as Dioscorus thought at Chalce- 

** These are fountains of salration, so don, (Mansi, ri. 684,) that he was 

that he who thirsts may be satUted holding fast to 8. Cyril, e.g. ad 8ucc. 

with the orades which they oon. 1. (Bpist. p. 137.) But Cyril's oon* 
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He was predicted as Heir ef David. 187 

E. *' lUilera** Uve no part in God's kingdom. 

O. But Paul 00 occasion used severe language. And I may well 
use it, when you are advocating tlie Jewisli negation of the Menl- 
anic sense of these prophecies ^ and applying them to men who died 
and passed away, as the whole Daridic line has done. 

£. Are the Jewisli so-called *' patriarchs'* of David's lineage ? 

O. No, — of Herod's ; but even they are gone ; their government 
])a8sed away long ago P : whereas the prophecy spoke of One who 
should reign for ever, — ^that One being sprung from David. Yci 
we know that God cannot lie. How then, in the fiiee of fiu^ts, eui 
we prove that He has kept His word to David ? 

£. The prophecy must refer to Christ. 

O. Very well : now observe, in the middle portion of the psalm it 
is said of this great King, the Son of David, '* I will make His thnme 
to be as the days of heaven, &c. 

£. None but Christ can be the subject of this promise t. 

O. Then, if tlie promise cannot fail, and the Jews have no Dmvidio 
Idngdom left, Christ, as Man, b the seed of David. 

K. I admit it. 

O. Then His Manhood is proved. See too the words ^ I have set laa. tt. 
Him for a Leader to the nations,** and the other passage, ** A rod ^* 
from the root of Jesse." Ik. 11. 1 

£. I take that of Zerubbabel. 

O. £ven tlic Jews did not so take it 'I Tlie context suits no mere 
man ; for aU the powers of the Spirit rest on the Person intended. 
And at the same time, the context indicates Him as really man, 
exercising; judgment. So tliat part of the prediction relates to hu- 
manity, part to Divinity. The }>assage also points to a general union 
of all classes under His rule, men of diverse characters in one faitli ; 
and this is fulfilled in our experience, for Christians of all classes, 
the Sovereigns of the world inclusive, have one '* bath," one teach- 
ing, one mystical Table, the same portion as believers. It sliows too 
that He is not God only, but also Man, a " rod from the root of 
Jesse." 

£. Did the apostles own Christ to be of David's seed ? 

O. Yes, Peter did ; His testimony would suffice, for tlie confession 

f Sco Cod. Theod. xvi. 8. 29. and seed to which He is said, in the 

Ciothoficd dates the extinction of tills very lieginniDg of \X\t Gospel, to be- 

patriarcliatc between 415 and 429. long." 
Cp. Milman's Iliitt. Jews, iii. 37. ' "Tlie reference*' of Isa. 11. 1 ft. 

\ See JiCo, E]>ist. 30. ** It is of no ** to tlie Messiah is plainly affinned in 

use to call our I/ord, the Son of the tlie Targum of Jonatlian." I*y« 

Blessed Virgin, * Man,' if we do nut Smith, Script. Testim. to Messiah, 

believe Him to be Man of tliat race i. ^9. 
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uttered by him alone called forth Christ's approval. But Puil says 
ell IS. the same in tereral passages. The distinction taken, " according 
j^^ ^ to the flesh," shows that Christ was not man only, but God before 
the ages". 

£. Still, I hold by ** Tlie Word became flesh." 

O. So do I,— in its right meaning. If the Word took nothing 
from our nature, God's promises are falsified, the prophecies have 
&iled ; tlie Natirity is unreal * ; our faith is vain ; the Resurrection 
has not ** raised us up to hearenly pUces." The Evangelist interprets 
himself. The context proves UuU the Word did take our nature, 
remaining immutably God^s only Son. Compare Paul's words, 
**Who being in the form of God," &c; it is a parallel passage. 
Both of them teach that He Who was God assumed human nature 
for cmr salvation. Not Jews only, but His own disciples spoke of 
Him as Man. 

E. I see all this. But explain how He was made ** in the like- 
ness of men." 

O. What He took was not the likeness, but the nature of man : 
** form," in either case, means nature *. '* Likeness of men" means 
that while He was God, He appeared to be man. 

£• How did the Fathers understand John's words ? 

O. Scripture ought to suffice. But I will give quotations ; (quotes 
Atlianarius to Epictetus, c 8. &c Gregory of Nananzns, Ambrose, 
Flavian of Antioch, Gelasius of Casarea, Chrysostom : — ) I would 
add Diodore and Theodore, but that you are prejudiced against 
them'. But take Ignadus^, Irenieus, Hippolytus, Methodius, Eus- 
tathins of Andoch, Athanasius, (de Sent. Dionyrii 10. 12: Scrm. 
lliyor de Fide 3, 36, 1 : Ep. to Epict. 2, 7 Basil, Gregory of 
Nyssa, Amphilochius. 

£• The Eastern authors quoted agree with the Western. But I 
•ee that they make a broad ** division." 

O. You should not insult men of whom some actually listened to, 
mod knew, the Apostles. But I will give you quotations from the 
author of your own heresy, ApoUinaris'; in his ''Compendium" 
he distinctly says, Christ was not clianged into flesh, but became 

• Covpare e. Apollin. i. 13, SO. ters, although for hli part he bad 

• literally, ** The Virgin ii super, written in thcb* defence. 
flams ** (a phrase borrowed from Ath. r He refers to Ignatius as having 
Bp. Epfet. 4.) In that she offered to been consecrated by tlie right hand of 
tke Incarnate Qod nothing of our na- Peter, Ep. 1 5 1 . These quotations are 
tare." Cf. 6. Basil, Ep. 261. ImporUnt in the Ignatkm controver. 

• On tUs see above, p. 1 16. sy, Ep. Ignat. Smjrrn. 1 1 Epfa. 18, 7. 
« 8o hi Ei^ 16, in 449, he ex- Trail. 9. 

yfalMi to MsImp Ireocos why he b ■ See his Hist. v. d,u to the*' root'* 
ivfralaiaf from quoting those wri- of Monopliysitlsni. 
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flesh in 1 " nobler ** way, in that He took to Himself flesh, and became 
one with it ** by com|M)iution.** Elsewhere he denies any ** altcraUoii« 
transhidon, or inclusion of the holy Power of God :** he says, ** We 
adore God, — who assumed flesh from tlie Virgin, and therefore b 
God according to the Spirit, Man according to flesh ;" and in another 
work, " We confess that the Son of God was made Son of Man, not 
nominally but really, having assumed flesh from Mary." 

E. I did not know that Apoliinaris said this.. 

O. But now you see that even Apoliinaris repeatedly disowned 
the notion that tlie Word was dianged into flesh ; and ** the disciple 
b not abore his master.'* 

E. I admit that the Word is Immutable, and that He assamed 
flesh. Let us go on to the next subject to*morrow. 

O. Yes, — and tliink over the points on which we are now agreed* 



DIALOGUE //. « INCONFUSUS.'' 

E. Here am I, according to promise ; and you must dther answer * 
my questions, or assent to wbat I say. 

O. I accept your challenge. But first let us recollect the point at 
which we left off, and what our discussion tends to. 

E. We agreed that tlie Word remained immutable, and took flesh, 
but was not changed into flesh. 

O. You state tlic case like a lover of truth. 

E. As I said before, it would be absurd to differ from such eminent 
teachers. But tlicn I was much impressed by your quotations from 
Apoliinaris, althouf^h in his work ''on the Incarnation" he took a 
wholly different line. Therefore I agree witli you that tlie Lord 
took flesh. 

O. Well, — what flesh ? Body and soul, you will own. But 
what soul ? tltc rational, or the vital and animal ? For Apoliinaris 
makes that distinction ; he says that man is composed of body, and 
vital soul, and mind. But Scripture recognises only one soul '• 8. Ijolce 

E. You have proved that each man has but one soul. |^' *• A* 

O. Apoliinaris says, two : and that the Word assumed the irra- 26 ; * 
tional, hut was Himself instead of the rational ; which soul then do ^<^ ^^ 

10 

you tliink He assumed ? . * 

* SoeTheod. Epist. 145, that Apol- Compare Liddon, Some Elements of 
linarU took hia distinction between Religion, p. 02. See on c ApolUo. I. 
i^vxH and roSr from Pagan pliilosopliy. 1 4. 
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E. Following Scripture, I tay, He amumed a reasonable soul. 

O. Yes: He took '^tlie form of a senrant" in its completeness. 
For He had to repair the image which was wholly impured K 

E. True. But I want to clear away an ambigui^. Tell me, are 
we to caU Christ'' Man?" 

O. Both God and Man. ** God the Word, haying become Man, 
was called Jesus Christ *.*' Before the Incamadon He was spoken 
of nmply as God, Son of God, the Word, Life, Light. But after the 
Incamadon He was called Jesus and Christ. 

E. Then, since He became Man, without being changed, but re- 
maining what He was, we must call Him simply what He was, God. 

O. ^ God the Word was, and is, and will be, immutable : but He 
became Man by taking human nature. We ought therefore to ac- 
knowledge both natures, that which took and tluit which was taken." 

E. **Wt ought to name Him from His higher element" 

O. Is man, as a living being, simple or compound ? 

E. Compound, of body and soul. 

O. Which b the superior of these natures ? 

E. Soul. 

O. Man, then, should be called from his higher nature. 
B. 4d. E. So he is ; e. g. ** Israel went unto Egypt with 75 souls." Here 
1^^ the men are called soub '. Elsewhere we read, ** My Spirit sliall nut 
UUL always abide in these men, because they are flesh," meaning sensual. 

O. Is man nerer called ''flesh" except in an invidious sense ? 
L 1. Tliink of Paul, — " I conferred not with flesli and blood," expUined by, 
1?*2 ''the apostles." And " to Thee shall all flesh come;" whereas some 
ik.is. dmes man is called 'soul' when censured, as, "The soul that mn- 
neth, it shall die." This proves diat where two elements are com- 
bined by an union of two natures, the composite whole may be named 
after the lower as well as after the higlier element. 

E. " But what compels you to call our Saviour ' Man ?' * " 

O. The oppomte herenes, Arian and Sabellian. "The former di- 
vides the essence', the latter confounds the persons." Must not 
different diseases be cured by different treatment ? 

^ Covp. Atli. c. ApolUn. I. 7. On interprets " became flesh" aii-<* be- 

thos retnMing the emoed colours of came Man." 

the picture, mm de Incam. Verbl 14. • The Eatycbians feared that to call 

* Here is the euenoe of what 8. Christ Man might be equivalent to 
Cyril had eontended for. calling him a Man, a human person. 

* See Epiphanius, Anooratos, 78: See above p. 97, 158. 

Oragwy Najdansen, Epbt. 101 . Cyril ' Literally, ** essences." Of coone 

Alex, says, Sdiol. 27, that Scriptore this plural does not mean tliat there 

soBnetlnes deicrlbes man by one part are two essences of the Father and the 

ot Us being, sometimes by another, Son, as there are. In the next ckuie, 

as8.Lnkel.faBdDeatlO.M. He distinct hypoitsies. 
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E, y«. 

O. We hire then to peimuide the Arian, that there b one EMeneo 
in God, and tlie Sabellian, that there are three Penons,— by diiferait 
phnuiet. 

E. Yes: but are we not wandering from oar point? 

O. No: yoa will soon see that we hare been gathering materials 
for its decision. Hare all heresies owned both the Godhead Mid 
Manhood of Christ ? 

£• No ! some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have acknowledged a part of His humani^. 

E. Yes ; but tell me tlie names of the sects to which yoa allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c. have denied Christ's humanity: Ar- 
temon, Theodotus, Ptol of Samosata, &c. His Dirinity. Arius* and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a predpioe, without trying to 
rescue them? 

E. No, it would be inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ- 
ent plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the Phodniana 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Dirinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incarnation with Arians, or Eunomiaiui^ 
what must we add to tlicir belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And wliat must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — that tlie rational soul is nut 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — wliat do they believe and what 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Christ's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall have to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory^. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell tiiem that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

r A mistake as to Arius, see New. muscles, bile, &c. 
man. Tracts Tlieol. and Eccles. p. 258. > Koi /i^ ^arraaiw r j)y Sc iW oiVoro-- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf- filar KaXcTy. Cf. Ath. Ep. Eplct. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straioiog of ApoUin. i. 3. 
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E. Justfo. 

O. Indeed t but how can we bid them call Him '^Man,** if we our- 
■elTes decline to call Him so ? Tliej will convict iu of inconsistency. 

£. Wt do not agree with them : for we own that the Word at- 
aumed flesh and a rational souL 

O. ** If we confess the thing, whj avoid the name ?" 

E. ** Christ ooght to be named from what is *'more honouralile.'* 

O. Follow that out, and, jou will give up calling Him *' crudfied** 
and « risen/' 

E. No : for those words refer to His Pkssion, to denj which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name ** Man" is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — tlierefore, to deny the Passion, — tlierefore, to 
annul our salvadon. 

E. ** I deem it important to recognise the nature which He as* 
sumed. But to call the Saviour *Man' m to impair the Lord^s 
glory k." 

O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
■elf a man, or than Peter and Pkul who so spoke of Him ? 

E. Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 
the largest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there are Jews, Phgans, and countless heretics, and they 
must all be approached with teaching which will suit tlieir cases. 
But, waiving tliat, tell me what harm b done by calling Christ 
^ God and Man ?" Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
Bim? 

E. It is. I have often said so. But *' to call Him * Man' is, I 
think, superfluous, espedally when Christians converse togetlier." 

O. Paul and llmotliy were Christians, and Paul calls Christ 

te. S. ** Man" in a passage where also the very name ** Meduitor" implies 

that He b Man as well as God K He is Mediator, because, as God, 

He is conjoined to the Father as having the same essence, — and, as 

Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 

E. Was not Moses called ** a mediator ? " 
. O. He was a ^rpe of the MedUtor, but no type comes up to the 
reali^. He was not by nature God, but he was ** appointed as a god 
to Pharaoh." . 



lolui 
10. 

talL 

ML 



LS. 



i 
I 

I 



7. 



^ See thb quoted in Newman's 
Athan. IVeat. IL 148. ed. 9. A sort 
of wiU-wonbip or misdirected reve- 
rcnce b here mdicated as the motive 
of BotjchUns. Eatychcs himself 
woold cdl Christ nan, but (on a like 
rntcxt) ••refused to admit Hb hu- 



man nature/' Newman, 1. c. 

1 So Theod. in loc. Tlie doctrine 
of the Medbtor b set forth in 8. Irc- 
ncus, iii. 18, and S. Augustine do Civ. 
Dei, ix. 16, and Sermons 940 and 903. 
Compare WUberforoe on the Incar- 
nation, e. 7» p. 144. 
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£. But is that a '' type*' which has not the dear impresnon * of the 
archetyfie ? 

O. The £mperor*8 images are *^ types** of the living Emperor ; 
but they lack life and reason, and they only represent the bust** So 
Moses is a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator as the 
reality. But remember how MelchiMdec b treated of in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. ?• 1-— 19.) 

O. You haTC done well to recite the passage entire. Now does 
this description belong to Melchisedec In nature* and reality? 

£. ** Who durst separate what PMil has combined ?" 

O. You mean that tlie description docs apply to Melchisedec in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions I 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Fatlier alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** without father or motlicr, without be- 
ginning or end,** &c How do you understand this ? 

E. " The passage is very obscure, and greatly needs elucidation.*' 

O. Paul means that '* in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is the archetype of Melchisedec*** Consider the points of resem* 
blance. Had Christ a fiither according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to tlie Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is *' without gencnlopfy'^ in that His Divine generatiou 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

E. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to tlie economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. *' An image ought to represent the archetype." 

■* Xa/>a#cT^/»ar. Cf. Ileb. i. 3. » Se<* Theodorct, « Quod . . . onicus 

- See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. iu. 5. Filiiu sit" (Sclmize, iv. 1311.) *lle 

Athan. Treatises, ii. 175, eU. 2. is without father in regard to Ilia 

• So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manliood, . . . and is witliout mother 

>^ri for ** in reality." Cp. p. 9C. as God." 

O 
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1 Cor O. Does not Paul call man an ** image of God ?" On jour show- 

^'* ^* ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, undrcumtcribed, inoompoeite: 
to create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
•ngryg — nor to sin, &e. 

£• Man b not God's image in all points. 

O. But in whaterer points he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 

E. I grant it 
Gd. 1. O. Pkul calls the Son ^ the Image of the In\^sible God." 
y*l^l^^ £. What ? has not the Son all that the Fatlier has ? 
IC 14. O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotten 4. 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the archeQrpe luw. 

£. It is true. 

O. In this way, then, is Melchisedec sud to hare been ** made like 
unto the Son of God." 

E. Granting other points, how shall we understand his ** not haying 
lieginning of dajs," &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gendles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after hb order, *' offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Stcrifioe." 

£• We have had a long discusdon about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difl&cult to understand. 

£• Let us return to our point. 

O. Where' were we ? 
1 Tte.B. £• You had dted ''The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
^ right to call Christ not <* God " only, but abo •* Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ought to call Christ *" Man," as well as " God ? " 

£. I call Him '< God," for He b God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
"Man." 

£• The name '' Man " does not befit Him so well as '* God," be- 

« See Athan. de Synod. 49. ** what tber,** Compare Pranon on the Creed, 

Is predicated of the Father it predi- IL 43, ontlususeoftbetenn'^caaBe,'' 

cOed also lo Scriptare oC the Son, qnotiDfr 8. Basil, Rpbt. 38. 4, lie. 

CMcptbg only the being called Fiu Cf. 8. Greg. Nas. Orat. S3. 7. 



W9'r?mmfm^i^'^i^mmmmmmmmmmmH^mmmmmmmmmimmmm 



Need of ouming Christ to he "* Man.^ 103 

cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Man to tho 
* dispensation '.' 

O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal * ? 
E. It is true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming^ 
man, the name ** Man ** is a true name for Him. For, haying as- 
sumed human nature. He was called '* Man.**^ 

E. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. ^'By Man came also the Resurrection," ^p***!** 
meaning, of course, Clirist^ ** Do not let us think ourselres %nser * 
than tlie great preachers of truth.** 

E. *^ I do not so tliink : but I do not see the need of the name.'' 

O. You must use it in order to con>ert Mardonites and Mani« 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to tliem as officers to soldiers ? Have not they to fight 
and keep their ranks under our leadership ? Moreover, as we said, 
tlie physician has to add to nature the quality whicli it hicks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was wliat 
the Lord did. 

E. Wlierc, — how? 

O. ^Vhat did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He said to them ; '* Many good works have S.John 
I shown you," and the rest of the passage. ^ ^*~ 

E. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pliariseca, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how tlie ^* ^» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

E. This makes against you : He there called Himself not *' Son of 
David," but ** i^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers \ 

' Tnv oUorofilas. Cf. Athan. Tome, * Sec l^eo, Epist. 59. 4. " He who 

7. docs not admit that tho Only-bcf^ot- 

■ ^ayraffniUri, ten Son took our nature in utero 

* Long before, in the letter to the Davidicio Virg^inis it alien from tliu 

Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) wliilo whole m}'stery of Christian hiligion:'* 

fiercely attackinp^ Cyril's Articles, and Ep. 72, '* Be not ashamed of tho 

Theodorct hod cited texts in wliicli Gospel of the f^cncration of Jesus 

Christ was called man, tliU among Chrut, Son of David . . . according 

the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 

02 
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196 Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. You do not attend to the passage. He asked, '* How is He 
, tlien His Son ? ** He did not say, •' He is Iiord, no/ Son." He ask- 
ed, ^ How is He his Son ? " as if to say, '' In one respect He is 
Lord, in another He is Son." This proves that He had both the 
Godhead and tlie Manhood. 

E. ''No need of arguments. The Lord distinctly taught tliaf* 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did He not so teach the Canaanitish woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom- 
modating Himself to tlie weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
fectly believe. But now that He is risen, these names are obsolete. 

O. Was Paul one of tlie |ierfect, or of the im|Nfrfect ? 

E. ** We ought not to joke about serious tilings." 

O. ** Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles.** 

E. '* Wlio b so wretched as to neglect his own salvation ■ ? " 

O. Answer my question as to Pbul. 

£• Clearly he is a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he speaks of Christ as *' of the 
B. seed of David." I could dte other texts, hut I tliiiik it would be 
superfluous. 

E. You promised to show tliat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. Tlie mere exiKtence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He said after His 
. Lake Rrsurrection, *' Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c. '* Now I have 
!• J0. fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge His two Na- 
tures." 

E. '*Tliere were two before the union: but when they came to- 
getlier, they constituted one nature *." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was tlie Word preexistent before the conception ? 

Kke, Bp. ad 8uoe. 9. tlmt blaniMl Piiul Uln.*' Bp. P«st. 80. 

had described the descendant of Abra- r Quoted by I/eo, in his Tome, c. 5, 

ham, of Jews, of David, as Lord of and in his second Tome or Epist. 165. 

gkwy, &c. * Thb was the proiKisition to whicli 

■ Obsenre the spuitnal importance Eutychcs adliered at tlie Conncil of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. Constantinople in 448. See Mansi, ri. 

So, e. g. 8. Athanasius, after ename- 744 ; Pieury, b. 97, c 98. He tiiou(cht 

ntlng the canonical books, sayi, tlien, as Diosoorus tliought at Chalce. 

** These are fountains of salvation, so don, (Mansi, vi. 684,) that he wm 

that he who thirsU may be satUted holding fsst to S. Cyril, e.fr. ad Succ. 

with the oradea which th^ con. 1. (Bpist. p. 137.) But Cyril's con* 
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The Incarnation involves U* 107 

E. Yes, before all ogres. 

O. Was the flesh also preexistent ? 

E. Bj no meaiis *• 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the AnnunclatioQ ? 

E. So I say. 

O. Then tliere were not ** two natures before the union," but only 
one ^ ; only the Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incarnation, or the beoom« 
ing Man, from the union ? 

£. No. 

(). Right: for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

£. So it apjiears. 

O. And the assumption involred the union ? 

£$• Yes. 

O. Well : if tlien tlie union was the becoming Man, and He be* 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, tlien before the union tliore was one nature, i. o. 
the Divine. 

£. But is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

E. ** You misled me by your arguments.'* 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Iiicar- 
nation differ from the union in the nature of the tiling ? 

E. Very much. 

(). Exphun more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. The very names prove it. *' IncArnation" means, the assumption 
of flesh : " union," tlie conjunction of tliinpi that were scjiaratcd. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

text shows tliat what he meant was, the human nature of Chrnt had evvx 

**Thc one 8on, or Christ, is iiulivi- exiKted apart from His Divine TerKoii. 

sible after tlie union." See above, Kphraim of Anttoch foUowed licoand 

p. 175. ThciMiorct here, (I'hotius, no. 22S, 

• Eranistes disowns tliis ApoUina- p. 247,) and ur^^ed that tlie flesh had 

rian theory, for which see abov<^, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af- 

^ ** It is as impious," says Leo in his firm two natures before the union 

Tome, c. G, " to say that the Son of was in effect to Nestorianize. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severiaiis, ** A ^vcis 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist drvir^tfraror, therefore 

only one nature after the Word was to say two ^vffMtt^**to say two I'er- 

made flesh." Prom his Kpist. 35 we see sons," Hphraim replies, (1) that ^i;. 

that he suspected Eutyches of imagiii- <rt5 is often predicated where iierson- 

inp^ the soul of Christ to have prcttxist- ality is out of the question, (i) tliat 

ed in heaven: but apparently Eutycht^ in man there is a ^i/<rir of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a ^v<ris of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable indeiien.) call either body or soul a McruriSf 

dentiy of the Incarnation : not that ib. no. 220, p. 25(>. 
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198 ** Two Natures qfter the Union,*' 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Ify then, not a moment intervened between the assamption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumpdon and union *, then there was one nature before the union, 
that is, the Incarnation, but after the union two*'. 

E. I say that Christ was **from two natures." But *'two na- 
. tures" (Suo ^uorcis) I do not say *. 

O. Well, but how is He '* from two natures ?" Is it lilce the case 
of silver gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that the mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
vioUte even after the union '• 

E. Where does Scripture teach tliis ? 

O. Scripture is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not then, admit the existence of the properties of each' 
nature? 

E. Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn this from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by llooknr, V. 53. 3, note. Manxi, vi. 748. 

'Tlicodoret,Demon8tr.3.1,*'Tliose * Tliis illustrates the substitution 
who beliere that after the union one at Chalccdon of *' in two natures/' 
nature of Oodtiead and Manliood was for the inadequate *' from ' two na- 
constituted, destroy by this theory the tures." See Oxf. Transl. of Fleury, 
properties of the natures : and to des- vol. iii. p. 373, note. Dioscorus at 
troy them is to deny both natures. For Chalcedon said tersely, ** I accept the 
the confusion of the united elements 'from two,' not the 'two,' Mansi, 
fiorbids us to think of flesh as flesh, or vi. 693. It b observable that in this 
of Uod as God. But if, even after the first session of Clialf^on the profes- 
nnion, the difference between these sion of the deceased FUvian, that the 
elements b distinguishable, then no one Christ was "from two natures" 
confusion has talcen place, but the after He became man, liad been ap- 
union b without contusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 
thb b granted, the liord Christ b bbhops, Mansi, vi. 68a Yet even at 
not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which FUvbn 
hibiting each nature unimpaired." made tlib statement, BasU of 8eleu- 
At the Council of Constantinople in da and Seleucus of Aroasia had said 
448, Fkirentius, the PktricUn, with "in two natures," ib. 685, 
Fbvbn and BasU of Seleuda, urged ' So FUvUn in hb 3nd letter to 
Entycfaet In vain to admit " two mu I^eo ; *' Even In the union the pro- 
tores alter the union." BasU (by lib pertiet of tlie two natures remain en* 
own aceount at the " Robbers' meeU tire." So lieo in the Tome, e. 3, 
Ing,") told Bntyches that to assert " Each nature retains iu own proper, 
one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Kp. 35, 
adding to nature the term *' incar* " 8ie assumptam naturam beatUicans, 
nate," was to confound the Godhead ut glorifieaU in gkirifieante perma- 
if our one Lord with lib flesh, neat." 
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Diiiineiion between the Natures. 



a. Matt. 



how can things so opposite as existence in the beginning and descent 
from creatures be appropriated to it ? And condder this t is God 
the Word to be called the Maker of all things ? 

£• Yes, so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£• The sixth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

E. Twenty, I think. 

O. From Abraliam to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

E. Forty-two. 

O. How can Christ, if He is *' one nature," hare been the Crea- 
tor, and also have been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam's descendants ? 

E. ^ I luive said before that both the former and tlie latter pertain 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate i^." 

O. ''Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of tlie 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature uf the Word is one ; 
but I know also, that the flesli, by employing which He became in- 
carnate, is of a different nature. And I tliink that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incarnation invoWe any change ?" 

£• I know not how He became incarnate, but I believe He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance t Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after Ho 
became incarnate, Dirine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to be uncliangeable. 

O. ** It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

E. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of tlie Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which the nature of tlie Word 
became incarnate, is anotlier. 

E. Clearly. 

O. Was He then turned into flesh ? 



458, after Timothy ••the Weuel** 
bad written to the Emperor I^oo, ae- 
nuing 8. Iieo of NestorUnLrinfc. On 
the rocaning of ** communiratio idio- 
natam** or ** antidotU," wbidi IH- 
maieene, UL 6, calb a vff^x<W>^i*f 
tee abore, p. 60. 

k Crril's pbraae, bdlered by him 
to be AtbanasUa^ — lee above, p. 174. 
Hera Tbeodorrt implicitly acrrpti it, 
bat In a wnae of hit own, as merning, 



tlie Wonl*B own nature, IliBGodhcail, 
is one: He has not two Godheads. 
But what C}Til meant by tlie phrase 
b repeatedly, in substance, admitted, 
or eren urged, by Theodoret. In 
Epist. 126 he says that no Christian 
teaclier " ever heard of any one who- 
asserted one nature of flesh and God- 
head :" and certainly Cyril did not 
tills, bat the contmy. 
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but aUo '' Man/" 191 

E. Yes. 

O. We have then to persuade the Arian, that there is one Essence 
in God, and tiie Sabellian, that there are three Persons*— bj differeot 
phrases. 

£. Yes : but are we not wandering from our point ? 

O. No: you will soon see that we liave been gathering materials 
for its decision. Hare all heresies owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

£. No : some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some hare acknowledged a part of His humanity. 

E. Yes ; but tell me tlie names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c hare denied Christ*s humanly : Ar* 
temon, Theodotus, Pbul of Samosata, &c His Divinity. Arius* and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a precipice, without trybg to 
rescue them? '] 

E. No, it would be inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ* 
ient plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the I'hotiniaiis 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Divinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incarnation witli Arians, or Eunomiaiis^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — tliat the rational soul is nut 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — what do they believe and what 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Clirist's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall liave to persuade them to accept the doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory*. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell them that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

r A mlatake as to Arias, see New. muscles, bile, &c. 

man, Tracts Theol. and Rccles. p. 258. ' Kal fi^ ^wnaaUv t^k Btiaw oiVoro*- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf- iiia^ KaKuw. Cf. Ath. Ep. Eplct. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of ApoUin. i. 3. 
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1S2 Scriptute caUi Chriit **Man!' 

E. Justfo. 

O. Indeed t but Imw can we bid them call Him ''Man,** if we our- 
■elves decline to call Him so ? They will convict us of inconsistency. 

£• We do not agree with them : for we own that the Word as- 
sumed flesh and a rational souL 

O. ^ If we confess the thing, whj avoid the name ?" 

E. ^ Christ ought to be named from what is ** more honouralile.'* 

O. Follow that out, and, you will give up calling Him ** crudfied** 
and *' risen." 

E. No : for those words refer to His Pkssion, to deny which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name *' Man** is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — therefore, to deny the Passion, — tlierefore, to 
annul our salvation. 

£• " I deem it important to recognise the nature which He as- 
sumed. But to call the Saviour *Man' b to impair the Lord^s 
glory k," 

O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
^|j^ self a man, or than Peter and Ptaul who so spoke of Him ? 

£• Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 
* ^ the largest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there are Jews, IVigans, and couatless heretics, and they 
must all be approached witli teaching which will suit tlieir cases. 
But, waiving that, tell me what harm is done by calling Christ 
^ God and Man ? ** Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
Bim? 

E. It is. I have often said so. But *' to call Him ' Man* is, I 
think, superfluous, espedally when Christians converse together." 

O. Paul and Timothy were Christians, and Paul calls Christ 

Elm. S. ^ Man" in a passage where also the very name '* Mediator" implies 

that He b Man as well as God K He is Mediator, because, as God, 

He b conjoined to the Father as having the same essence, — and, as 

Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 

iLS> E. Was not Moses called ** a mediator ? " 

O. He was a ^rpe of the Medbtor, but no ty))e comes up to the 
«d. 7. reality. He was not by nature God, but he was ** appointed as a god 
to Pharaoh." . 

^ See thb quoted in Newman's man nature/' Newman, 1. c. 

Athan. IVest. li. 148. ed. 9. A sort > So Theod. in ioc. Tlie doctrine 

of wiH-wonhip or misdirected reve- of the Medbtor is set forth in 8. Ire- 

rence b here mdicated as the motive ncus, iii. 18, and S. Augustine de Civ. 

of Botycfaisnt. Eatycfaet himself Dei, ix. 16, and Sermons 940 and S93. 

woold oOl Christ man, bat (on a like Compare WUberforoe on the Incar- 

rntcxt) ** refused to admit Hb hv nation, e. 7, p. 144. 
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Case qf Melehitedee. 1S8 

£. But is that a ^ type*' which has not the dear impresnoD "■ of tlie 
archetjrfie ? 

O. The £mperor*8 images are *^ types** of the living Emperor ; 
hut they Uck life and reason, and they only represent the hust". So 
Moses is a medUtor as an image or type, Christ b a Medbtor as the 
reality. But remember how MelchiMdec b treated of in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. 7* 1-— 19.) 

O. You have done well to recite the passage entire. Now does 
thb description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and reality? 

E. ** Who durst separate what PMil has combined ?** 

O. You mean that the description docs apply to Melchisedee in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tb your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Fatlier alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melchisedec was ** without fatlicr or mother, without be* 
ginning or end,** &c. How do you understand thb ? 

E. ** The passage b very obscure, and g^rcatly needs elucidation.*' 

O. Pftul means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
b the archetype of Melchisedec." Consider the points of resem* 
bbnce. Had Christ a lather according to the flesh ? 

E. Certainly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to tlie Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is '* without gencnlop^" in that His Divine generation 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to thb. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Mclcliisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

B. So as to liis parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to tlie economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. *' An image ought to represent the archetype." 

" XoLpaKTrtpau Cf. Ileb. i. 3. ' Sec Tlieodorct, " Quod . . . anicus 

- See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. iu. 5. Filiiu »it" (Sclml2e,iy. 1311.) *llc 

Athan. Treatucs, ii. 175, ed. 2. is without fatlicr in regrard to Hia 

* So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and U without mother 

>^i for *' in reality." Cp. p. 9C. as God." 

O 
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194 CoMe of Melchiiedec. 

1 Cor O. Does not Paul call man an ** image of God ?" On jour show* 

^'* ^* ingy then, man ought to be uncreate, undrcumscribedy Inoompomte: 
to create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
•ngryg — nor to sin, &e. 

E. Man b not God's image in all points. 

O. But in whaterer points he is, he will be found to come short 
ofthereali^. 

£• I grant it. 
CsL U O. Pkul calls the Son *" the Image of the Ini^sible God." 
]^j^^ £• What ? has not the Son all that the Fatlier has ? 
IC 14. O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotteu 4. 

£• If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the arclietype has. 

E. It is true. 

O. In this way, then, U Melchisedec said to hare been ** made like 
unto the Son of God." 

E. Granting other points, how shall we understand his " not haying 
beginning of dajs," &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, ndther began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a type of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Gentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after hb order, " offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

£. We have had a long discussion about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

E. Let us return to our point. 

O. 'Where* were we ? 
B. E. You had cited **The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
right to call Christ not " God " only, but abo •* Man." 

O. I remember whitt led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ought to call Christ ** Man," as well as *' God ? " 

E. I call Him '« God," for He b God's Son. 

O. He called Himself God's Son, and He also called Himself 
" Man-" 

£• The name '* Man " does not befit Him so well as '* God," be- 

« See Atban. de Synod. 49. ** what ther," Compare Pranon on the Creed, 

Is predicated of the FaUier U predU U. 43, on this use of the term ^'cauM," 

catad also In Scriptare of tiie Sod, qtiotinfr 8. Basil, Rpbt. 38. 4, lie. 

cucptiiig only the being called Fiu Cf. 8. Greg. Nas. Orat. S3. 7. 
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196 Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. You do not attend to the passage. He asked, ** How is He 
, tlien His Son ? *' He did not say, ** He U Iiord, not Son." He ask- 
ed, ** How is He his Son ? " as if to say, ** In one respect He is 
Lord, in another He is Son." This proves tliat He had both the 
Godhead and the Manhood. 

E. "No need of arguments. The Jjord distinctly taught thaf. 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did He not so teach the Conaanitish woman, the 
blind men, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom- 
modating Himself to the weakness of those who did not as yet per- 
fectly believe. But now that He b risen, these names are obsolete. 

O. Was Paul one of tlie perfect, or of the im|Mfrfect ? 

E. ** We ought not to joke about serious tilings." 

O. " Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles." 

E. ** ^Flio is so wretched as to neglect lus own salvation ■ ? " 

O. Answer my question as to Pbul. 

£• Clearly he m a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he 8|)eaks of Christ as *' of the 
B. seed of Dai^d." I could cite otiier texts, hut I tliiiik it would be 
superfluous. 

E. You promised to show tliat our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere exuttence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He siud after His 
Resurrection, " Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c. ** Now I have 
fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge His two Na- 
tures." 

£• **Tliere were two before the union: but when tlicy came to- 
getlier, tliey constituted one nature *." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His concepUon. 

O. Was the Word precxisteiit before the conception ? 

Kke, Bp. ad 8uoc 9. that blan«d I'liul Uin." Bp. P«st. 80. 

had described the descendant of Abra- r Quoted by liCo, in his Tome, c. 5, 

ham, of Jews, of David, as Lord of and in liis second Tome or Epiat. 165. 

gkwy, &c. ■ Tbb was the proiKMition to whicli 

■ Obsenre the spiritual importance Eutychcs adiiereil at tlie Conncil of 

ascribed to the reading of Scripture. Constantinople in 448. See Maiisi, ri. 

So, e. g. 8. Atbaoasius, after ename- 744 ; Pleury, b. 97, c 28. He thoiuclit 

rating the canonical books, sayi, then, as Diosoonis thought at ChaloB. 

** These are fbantains of salvation, so don, (MansI, vL 684,) that lie wm 

that he who thirsts may be satUted hokllng fsst to S. Cyril, e^c* ad 8ucc. 

with the oracles which th^ con. 1. (Bpbt. p. 137.) But Cyril's con* 
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The Incarnation involves ii. 107 

£. Yc8, before all agres. 

O. Was the flesh also preexistent ? 

£. By no means K 

O. It was formed by the Holy Spirit after the Annunciatioii ? 

£• So I say. 

O. Then there were not ** two natures before the union," but only 
one ^ ; only tlie Godhead, that nature which is eternal, and existed 
before the ages. Do you distinguish the Incarnation, or the beooiii« 
ing Man, from the union ? 

E. No. 

(). Kight : for He became Incarnate by assuming flesh. 

£. So it apiHUirs. 

O. And the assumption involved the union ? 

£. Yes. 

O. Well : if then the union was the becoming Man, and He be* 
came Man by taking human nature, and the form of God took the 
form of a servant, tlien before the union tliere was one nature, L e. 
the Divine. 

£. But is tlie union the becoming Man ? 

O. You just now admitted it. 

£. ** You misled me by your arguments." 

O. Well, let us begin the discussion over again. Does the Incar- 
nation differ from the union in tlie nature of the tiling ? 

£. Very much. 

O. ExpUin more fully, wherein lies tlie difference. 

E. The very names prove it. ''Incarnation" means, the assumption 
of flesl) : " union," the conjunction of thinpi tliat were sc|»arated. 

O. Is the Incarnation prior to the union ? 

E. No. 

text shows that what he meant was, the human nature of Ciimt had ever 

**Thc one Son, or Christ, is iinlivi- existed apart from Jlis J)ivine I'erMMi. 

Bible after tlie union/' See above, Kphraim of Aiitioch followed lieu and 

p. 175. TliccKloret here, (I'liotitis, no. i28, 

* Eranistes disowns this Apollina- p. 247,) and urf^ed that the flesh had 

rian theory, for wiiich see above, no existence whatever before it was 

p. 80. united to the Word, and that to af- 

*> ** It is as impious," says I^eo in his iirni two natures before the union 

Tome, c. G, ** to say that the Son of was in ctFect to Nestorianize. To the 

God was of two natures before the objection of the Severiaiis, ** A ^vcis 

Incarnation, as it is wicked to assert cannot exist &rvir<{<rraTor, thcnrfons 

only one nature after the Word was to say two ^va-cifs**to say two I'er- 

made flesh." From his Kpist. 35 we see sons," Kphraim replies, (1) that ^6- 

that he suspected Eutyches of imag-iii. (rtt is often predicated where person- 

In^ the soul of Christ to have preexist- ality is out of the question, (2) that 

ed in heaven: but apparently Kutyclu^s in man there is a ^virit of body and 

only meant that the two natures were, a <ftv<ris of soul, but no one would 

in the abstract, conceivable indejicn^ call either btniy or soul a iw^prrnvtSf 

dently of the Incarnation : not that ib. no. 220, p. 25(j. 
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198 ^ Two Natures after the Union,*' 

O. The union, then, took place in the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Ify then, not a moment intervened between the assumption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *, then there was one nature before the union, 
that is, the Incarnation, but after the union two*'. 

E. I say that Christ was " from two natures." But ** two na- 
tores" (Suo ^ucrcis) I do not say*. 

O. Well, but how is He ** from two natures ?'* Is it lilce the case 
of silver gilt? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

£• No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that tlie mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
violate even alter the union K 

E. Where does Scripture teach tliis ? 

O. Scripture w full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not then, admit the existence of the properties of each ~ 
nature ? 

£. Not after the union. 

O. Let us then learn this from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, r. 52. 3, note. Manxi, vi. 748. 

^Tlieo(loret,Dcinonstr.2.1,** Those * Tliis illuntratcs tbc subsCitnUon 
who belicTe that after the union one at Chalccdon of ** in two natures/' 
nature of Godhead and Manhood was for the inadequate ** from ' two na- 
constitnted, destroy by thb theory the tures.*' See Oxf. Transl. of Fleury, 
propertfcs of the natures : and to des- rol. iil. p. 37ti, note. Dioscorus at 
troy them Is to deny both natures. For Clialcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 
the confusion of the united elements 'from two,' not the 'two,' Mansi, 
forbids as to think of flesh as flesh, or rl. 692. It is obsenrable that In this 
of God as God. But If, even after the first session of Chalcedon the profes- 
union, the difference between these sion of the deceased Flavian, tliat the 
elemeots b distingulsluible, then no one Christ was ** from two natures " 
confusion has taken place, but the after He became man, liad been ap- 
union Is without contusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 
this Is gnmted, the liord Christ is bishops, Mansi, vi. 68a Yet even at 
not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at which Fhivhm 
bibiting each nature unimpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 
At the Council of Constantinople in cia and Seleucus of Amasia had said 
448, Florentius, the Pktridan, with "in two natures," ib. 685. 
Flarian and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So FUvian in his 2nd letter to 
Entydies in vain to admit " two na- Ijeo ; ** Even In the union the pro- 
tores after the union." Basil (by his perties of the two natures remain en« 
own aeooant at the " Robbers' meet- Ure." So I/eo in the Tome, c. 3, 
Ing,") told Butyches that to assert '* Each nature retains its own proper- 
one nature after the union, without ty without defect," and in Ep. d5, 
addini^ to nature the term '* Inear- ** 8ie assumptam naturam beatificans. 
Bate," was to confound the Godhead ut glorifieata in gkirificante pcrnuu 
•f ov one Uwd with lib flesh, neat." 
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O. John says, **In tlie beginninf^ was the Word,** &c« Do you S-Joha 
say tills of the flesh, or of tlie Word, Uegotten of the Father before ^* ^* 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. But I do not iepar»te 
Him from the flesh which was united to Him. 

O. *' Nor do I separate the flesh from the Word. But neither 
do I make the union a confusion." 

£. I know of one nature after the union C 

O. When did the Evangelists write, — before or after the union ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Mai- 8. Matt. 
tliew*s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature ? Im« ^* ^* 
possible. 

E. *' When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons." 

O. " No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I have learned 
the difference between the Godhead and tlie Manhood. But do 
you, who say, * one nature after the union,' try to harmonise this 
with the prologues of the Gosjiels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and Dand, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

£. Take care 1 tliat sounds like *' one nature after the union.** 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both tliese tilings to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit tlib. 

O. '* But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it '." But if Christ is '* one nature," 

« Similnrly, when Tlicophilus, sent yet wc have to take account of the 

hy the Council of donsUntinuple to qualities of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Kutyches, had elicited (liscern by the gaze of pure faith to 

from Him the admission that the In- what the humility of the flesh is pro- 

carnate was perfect Man as well as muted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect God, and had then said to him, bends down : what that is which U 

** If these two perfects make up one dune by the flesh not without tlio 

Son, what hinders us from saying * one Word, and what that is which is ef- 

Son from two natures?"* Eutyches fected by the Word not without tho 

answered, " Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ Is from two natures, ^ passapfc in Lieo's Tome, c. 4, ** Agit 

pvffioKayuv thv Qidy fiov" above, enim utraquc forma.'M He adds, c 

p. IbO. But Eutyches owned Christ 8, ** As the liord of majesty is said to 

to be perfect Man, l>oth then and in have been crucified, so He who from 



his letter to S. I^eo. (Leo, £p. 21.) 

* Sec above, p. 182. 

^ Compare l4*o, Epist. 165. 6 ; " Al- 
though therefore in the one Lord 
Jesus Christ, true Son of God and 



eternity is equal to God b said to 
have been exalted : because the unity 
of I'erson remaining, one and the 
same, without separation, is both 
whole Son of Man because of tho 



man, there is one Person of tho Word flesh, and whole Son of God because 
and the flesh, which has actions com- of His one Godhead with the Father." 
mon without severance or division, This letter was written August \7f 
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DUiineiion between the Naiureu 



CL 
S.Matl. 

SI.S7. 



Imiw can things so opposite as existence in the heginnbg and descent 
limn creatures be appropriated to it? And condder this: is God 
the Word to be called the Maker of all things ? 

£• Yes, so Scripture teaches. 

O. On which day did He make Adam ? 

£• The sixth. 

O. How many generations are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

E. Twenty I think. 

O. From Abraluun to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

E. For^-two. 

O. How can Christ, if He is ** one nature,*' hare been the Crea- 
tor, and also hare been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam's descendants ? 

E. ^ I hare said before that both the former and tlie latter pertain 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate ^." 

O. ''Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of tlic 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature of the Word is one ; 
but I know also, that the flesh, by employing which He became in- 
carnate, is of a different nature. And I tliink that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incarnation inrolro any change ?" 

£• I know not how He became incarnate, but I beliere He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee^like pretence of ignorance ! Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after Ho 
became incarnate, Divine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to be unchangeable. 

O. ** It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

E. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of the Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which tlie nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is anotlier. 

E. Clearly. 

O. Was He then turned into flesh ? 



458, liter TImothv •Uhe Weud** 
bad written to tlie Empemr I^eo, iic* 
Cttsini^ 8. lico of NertorUniiinic. On 
the roesning of ** communioitio Mio- 
natam" or ** antidotia,'* which IH- 
maaeene, ilL 5, calb a «fffix<Sfifrit, 
tee above, p. 59. 

^ Cvrirs phrue, believed l>y him 
to be Atbanaiian,— lee above, p. 174. 
Hera Tbeodorrt impHdtly accppts it, 
b«t la a leme of hli own, as meaning, 



the Word*! own nature, HlsGotllieail, 
ia one: He liaa not two Godlicads. 
But what C)Til meant by tiie phrase 
If repeatedly, in snbttance, admitted, 
or even urged, by Tlieodoret. In 
Epist. 126 he sajra tiiat no Christian 
teaclier " ever hoard of anv one who- 
asserted one nature of flesh and Ood* 
head!" and eertalnljr Cjrril did not 
this, but the contrary. 
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but also '' Man.*" 101 

E. Yes. 

O. We hare then to peraiuule the Arian, that there b one Enenee 
in God, and the Sabellian, that there are three PenK>ns,— by different 
phnwes. 

£, Yes : but are we not wandering from our point ? 

O. No: you will soon see that we hare been gathering m ate ria l! 
for its decision. Hare all herenes owned both the Godhead and 
Manhood of Christ ? 

£. No ! some, one only ; some the other. 

O. And some have acknowledged a part of His humanity. 

£. Yes ; but tell me tlie names of the sects to which you allude. 

O. Simon and Menander, &c hare denied Christ's humanity: Ar- 
temon, Theodotos, Paul of Samosata, &c. His Dirinity. Arius f and 
Eunomius denied Him an animal soul : Apollinaris, a mind. Now, 
must we let these men rush down a precipice, without trying to 
rescue them? 

E. No, it would be inhuman. 

O. And various diseases ^ must be dealt with variously ; and differ* 
ent plants need various training. So, different errors must be dif- 
ferently treated. What then must be prescribed for the IMiotiniaua 
or Marcellians ? 

E. Belief in Christ's Dirinity. 

O. Then we need not speak to them of His Manhood ? 

E. No. 

O. And in treating of the Incarnation with Arians, or Eunomiaiis^ 
what must we add to their belief? 

E. That Christ assumed a soul. 

O. And what must be supplied to an Apollinarian ? 

E. That He assumed a rational soul, — tliat the rational soul is nut 
separate from the animal. 

O. Gnostics too and Manicheans, — what do they believe and what 
deny? 

E. They tell us they believe in Clmst's Divinity, but not in His 
Humanity. 

O. So then, we shall have to persuade them to accept tlie doctrine 
of His Humanity, and not to call the Divine economy illusory'. 

E. That will be our duty. 

O. Then we shall tell them that they ought to call Christ not 
God only, but " Man." 

f A mUtake as to Arias, see New. muscles, bile, Sec. 

man, Tracts Theol. and Eccles. p. 258. ^ Kal fA^ ^tufrofftw t^k $ttap oUopo'- 

^ He enumerates as diseases, suf- ftiat^ Ka\u¥, Cf. Atli. Bp. Epict. 7.c. 

fusion of eyes, toothache, straining of ApoHin. 1. 3. 
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192 Scriptute eaU$ Christ <" Man:' 

E. Just 80. 

O. Indeed ! but how can we bid them call Him ''Man," if wo our- 
■dret decline to call Him so ? They will convict us of inconsistenqr* 

£. We do not agree with them : for we own that the Word as- 
sumed flesh and a rational soul. 

O. ^ If we confess the thing, why aroid the name ?" 

E. ^ Christ ought to be named from what is *' more honourable. 

O. Follow that out, and, you will gi? e up calling Him ** crucified'* 
and ** risen." 

E. No : for those words refer to His Pkusion, to deny which would 
be to annul our salvation. 

O. The name *' Man" is a name of nature : therefore to suppress 
it is to deny nature, — tlierefore, to deny the Passion, — tlierefore, to 
annul our salvation. 

E. ^ I deem it important to recognise the nature which He as- 
sumed. But to call tlie Saviour *Man' b to impair the Lord^s 

glory >«.- 
O. Are you then wiser than the Saviour Himself, who called Him- 
-^ self a man, or than Peter and Ptol who so spoke of Him ? 

£. Those sayings were uttered to men who did not believe. Now 
* ^ the largest part of the world has believed. 

O. Still there are Jews, Pagans, and countless heretics, and they 
must all be approached witli teaching which will suit tlieir cases. 1 

But, waiving that, tell me what harm b done by calling Christ 
** God ami Man ?" Is not Manhood, equally with Godhead, perfect in 
Bim? 

E. It is. I have often said so. But ** to call Him * Man' is, I 
think, superfluous, espedally when Christians converse together." 
O. Puil and llmothy were Christians, and Paul calU Christ 
tbm. S. ** Man" in a passage where also the very name ** Mediator" implies 
that He is Man as well as God K He is Mediator, because, as Grod, 
He is conjoined to the Father as having the same essence, — and, as 
Man, to us, for He assumed from us the form of a servant. 
>L S> E. Was not Moses called ** a mediator ? " 

O. He was a ^rpe of the Mediator, but no type comes up to the 
;ed.7« reality. He was not by nature God, but he was** appointed as a god \ 

to Pharaoh." . 

^ See thb quoted in Newman's man nature," Newman, I. c. 

Athan. IVeat. it. 148. ed. 2, A sort > So Theod. in ioc Tlie doctrine 

of wiO-worship or misdirected reve- of tlie Mediator is set fortli in 8. Ire- 

reace b here indicated as tlie motive ncus, Ui. 18, and S. Augustine de Civ, 

of Batydiians. Eat}-cbes liimself Dei, ix. 16, and Sermons 240 and 293. 

woold call Christ man, but (on a like Compare Wilberforoe on the Incar. 

pratcxt) •* refined to admit Hb ha- nation, c. 7, p. 144. 
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Case qf Melehisedee. 198 

E, But b that a **^pe** which has not the dear imprefoon" of the 
archetyjie? 

O. The Emperor*8 images are ** types** of the liring Emperor ; 
but they Uck life and reason, and they only represent the Inist*. So 
Moses is a mediator as an image or type, Christ is a Mediator as the 
reality. But remember how Melchisedec is treated of in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, and compared to Christ. 

E. (repeats Heb. 7. 1—19.) 

O. You hare done well to redte the passage entire. Now does 
thb description belong to Melchisedec in nature* and reality? 

E. ** Who durst separate what Pftul lias combined ?** 

O. You mean that tlie description docs apply to Mdchisedee in 
regard to nature. Was he then a man ? 

E. A man. 

O. Begotten or unbegotten ? 

E. What absurd questions ! 

O. Tis your fault. Answer me. 

E. Of course God the Father alone is unbegotten. 

O. But Melcliisedec was '* without fatlicr or motlier, without be- 
ginning or end," &c. How do you understand this ? 

E. ** Tbo passage is very obscure, and greatly needs ducidadon.** 

O. Pftul means that ** in points which exceed human nature Christ 
is tlie archetype of Mdchisedee** Consider the points of reseoi« 
blance. Had Christ a fioher according to the flesh ? 

E. Certiunly not. 

O. Had He a mother according to the Divine nature ? 

E. By no means P. 

O. So He is '* without genealojify" in that His Divine generatiou 
is inexplicable. So, as God, He has neither beginning nor end. 

E. I agree to this. But how, then, does that language apply to 
Melchisedec ? 

O. To him as to a type ; to Christ in strict reality. Melchisedec 
is said to have no genealogy, because Scripture does . not give his 
pedigree. 

B. So as to his parentage. 

O. Yes, these particulars, according to Uie economy of Scripture, 
belong to him as a type. 

E. '' An image ought to represent the archetype." 

" Xapaierripau Cf. Heb. i. 3. » See Tlieodorct, *< Quod . . . nnlcui 

• See Athan. Orat. c. Ari. ili. 5. FUiiu sit** (SchuUc, iv. 1311.) • He 
Athan. Treatises, ii. 175, ed. 3. is without father in ref^arU to Hia 

* So Athanasius and Cyril both use Manhood, . . . and is without mother 
fCffu for ** in reality." Cp. p. SN*. as God." 

O 
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IM Ca$e (ff Melchiiedec. 

1 Ccr O. Does not Paul call man an ** Intigt of God ?" On your show- 

^^* ^* ing, then, man ought to be uncreate, undrcumacribed, incomponte: 
lo create, to make all things at a word, not to be ill or in pain, or 
•ngiy, — nor to sin, &c 

£• Man is not God's image in all points* 

O. But in whaterer points he is, he will be found to come short 
of the reality. 

E. I grant it. 
G«L 1. O. Pkul calls the Son ** the Image of the Inyinble God." 
H^j^^ £• What? has not the Son all that the Father has ? 
IC 14* O. He is not Father, not uncaused, not unbegotteu 4. 

£. If He were. He would not be Son. 

O. So tlien it is true ; an image has not all that the archetype has. 

£. It is true. 

O. In this way, then, is Melchisedec said to haye been ** made like 
unto the Son of God." 

£• Granting other points, how shall we underrtand hb ** not baring 
beginning of days," &c. ? 

O. Scripture does not tell us when he was begotten or bom, or 
when he died. The Son of God, in very truth, neither began to be, 
nor will cease to be. So, in points which really belong to God, 
Melchisedec was a ^rpe of Christ. But in regard to high-priesthood, 
which belongs to man, he really was a priest of Crentiles; and 
Christ, made a High-priest after his order, ** offered for all men that 
most holy and saving Sacrifice." 

£. We have had a long discussion about this. 

O. And there was room for yet more. You said the passage was 
difficult to understand. 

£• Let us return to our point. 

O. Where* were we ? 
1 Tta. S. £• Vou had cited **The Man Christ Jesus," in proof that it was 
*- right to call Christ not '* God " only, but also *' Man." 

O. I remember what led us off into this digression. You raised 
a point as to the word ** Mediator." Well : do you own that we 
ought to call Christ ** Man," as well as *« God ? " 

E. I call Him *' God," for He is God's Son. 

O. He called Himsdf God's Son, and He also called Himself 
« Man." 

E. The name ** Man " does not befit Him so well as " God," be- 

4 See Athan. de Synod. 49. ** what ther," Compare Prarton on the Creed, 

b predicted of the Father It predi- IL 43, ontlUmueof th6t«rni**cauM," 

ested also In Scriptare of the Son, quoting 8. Baiil, Rplit. 88. 4, lie. 

«eeptlDg only the being called Ru Cf. 8. Greg. Nas. Orat. S3. 7. 
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Need of owning Chrut to be '' Man?' 105 

cause the name of God belongs to nature, the name of Man to tho 
* dispensation '.' 

O. But is that dispensation true, or unreal ' ? 

E. It b true. 

O. Well then, if it is true, and if it is identical with His becoming 
man, the name " Man ** b a true name for Him. For, haying as- 
sumed human nature, He was called '* Man«'\ 

£. Only before His Passion. 

O. No, after it also. ^By Man came also the Resurrection," ^^-^ 
meaning, of course, Christ*. *' Do not let us think ourselves wiser * 
than tlie great preachers of truth.** 

E. ** I do not so tliink : but I do not see the need of the name.** 

O. You must use it in order to conYert Marclonites and Mani« 
cheans. 

E. Perhaps we must, for them. 

O. But why not train the faithful in the defence of the truth ? 
Are we not to tliem as officers to soldiers ? Hare not they to figlit 
and keep their ranks under our leadersliip ? Moreover, as we said, 
the physician lias to add to nature the quality whidi it lacks. If he 
finds heat predominating, he must apply cold. And this was wliat 
the Lord did. 

E. ^Vherc, — how? 

O. ^Vhat did the Jews think Him to be ? 

E. A man. 

O. Then they were quite ignorant that He was also God ? 

E. Yes. 

O. Then it was necessary for them to learn it ? 

£. Of course. 

O. Hear, then, what He said to them ; " Many good works have S.John 
I 8ho\vn you," and the rest of the passage. *2* ^"~ 

£. But there He did not prove Himself to be Man, but God. 

O. Because there was no need to prove the former. So too He S. Matt. 
asked the Pharisees, who regarded Him as an ordinary man, how the ^" ^» 
Christ, being " Son of David," could be " Lord of David." 

£. This makes against you : He tlicre called Himself not " Son of 
David," but *' i^ord of David." This shows which title He prefers \ 

' T^f oiKopotilas, Cf. Atban. Tome, « Sec 1/eo, Epist. 59. 4. '* Ho who 

7. doos not admit that the Only-bcgut- 

* ^orratf'KtfSi}. ten Son took our nature in utcro 

* Long before, in the letter to the DavidiciD Virginis is ahen from the 
Euphratesian Monks, (Ep. 151) while whole mptery of Christian religion:" 
fiercely attacking Cyril's Articles, and Ep. 72, ** Be not ashamed of the 
Theodorct had citetl texts in which GoMpel of the generation of Jesua 
Christ was called man, thU among Chnst, Son of David . . . according 
the rest. to the flesh." But Cyril had said the 

o2 
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19G Scripture evidence of the Manhood. 

O. Voa do not attend to tlie passagfe. He asked, ** How is He 
« then His Son ? ** He did not say, •* He is I/ord, no/ Son." He ask- 
ed, *" How is He Iiis Son ? " as if to say, *' In one respect Ho is 
Lord, in anotlier He is Son." This prores tliat He liad hoth the 
Godhead and the Manhood* 

E. ^No need of arguments. The Jjord distinctly taught tliaf. 
He does not will to be called Son of David." 

O. Why then did He not so teach the Canaaniiish woman, the | 

blind n^en, the crowds who sang Hosanna ? 

E. He tolerated these addresses before His resurrection, accom« 
modating Himself to the weakness of those who did not as yet per* 
fectly believe. But now that He is risen, these names are obsolete. 
. O. Was Paul one of Uie |>erfect, or of the im|N(rfect ? 

E. ^ We ought not to joke about serious tilings." 

O. ** Nor ought we to despise the reading of the Divine oracles.** 

E. ** ^Vlio is so wretched as to neglect Ids own salvation ■ ? " 

O. Answer my question as to Pkul. 

£. Clearly he is a most perfect teacher. 

O. When did he begin to preach ? 

E. After the death of Stephen. 

O. And just before his own death he 8|)eaks of Christ as " of tlie 
!• seed of David." I could dtc otlier texts, hut I tliiiik it would be 
superfluous. 

£. You promised to show that our Lord spoke of His flesh, as 
you have said He did of His Godhead. 

O. The mere existence of His flesh, seen, as eating, toiling, sleep- 
ing, was a proof sufficient : but remember what He sud after His 
Resurrection, *' Behold my hands and my feet 7," &c ^ Now I have 
fulfilled my promise. Cease to dispute ; acknowledge His two Na- 
tures." 

E. '^Tliere were two before the union: but when they came to- 
getlier, they constituted one nature *." 

O. When did the union take place ? 

E. At His conception. 

O. Was the Word preexistent before the conception ? 

like, Bp. ad Succ 2. tluit blcaMd Paul tain.'* Ep. Pi»t. 89. 

had desoribeil the descendant of Abra- r Quoted by 1/eo, In his Tome, i*. 5, 

ham, of Jews, of David, as Lord of and In his second Tome or Epist. 1G5. 

gkiiy. Ice. ■ Tlib was the proinisition to which 

■ Observe the spiritual Importance Eutyches adhered at the Conncil of 

ascribed to the reading of Bcrlptore. ConsUntlnople in 448. See Mansi, vl. 

So, e. g. d. Athaoasius, after ennme- 744 ; Pleury, b. 97, c 28. He thought 

ratbig the canonkal books, says, tlien, as Dlosoonis thought at Cbaice- 

** These are fountains of salvation, so don, (Mansi, vi. 684,) that he was 

that he who thirsts naay be saUated holding Cut to 8. Cyril, e.g. ad Suec. 

with the oracles which th^ ooo. 1. (Bpbt. p. 137.) But Cyril's con* 
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198 << Tm Natures after the Union/' 

O. The oniony then, took place In the conception ? 

E. Yes. 

0« Ify then, not a moment intervened between the assumption of 
flesh and the union, and the assumed nature did not exist before the 
assumption and union *, then there was one nature liefore the uniou^ 
that is, the Incarnation, but after tlie union two*'* 

E. I say that Christ was ** from two natures." But ** two na- 
tores" (fiuo ^cis) I do not say •. 

O. Well, but how is He ** from two natures ?" Is it lilce the case 
of silver gilt ? or of the composition of electron ? (from gold and sil- 
ver) or of glue made of lead and tin ? 

E. No, — the union is ineffable and inconceivable. 

O. I also admit that Uie mode of the union cannot be compre- 
hended. But Scripture has taught us that each nature remains in- 
violate even alter the union ^ 

E. Where does Scripture teach tliis ? 

O. Scripture Is full of this doctrine. 

E. Give me some proof. 

O. Do you not tlien, admit the existence of the properties of each' 
nature? 

£. Not after the union. 

O. Let us tlien learn this from Scripture. 

£. To Scripture I will submit. 

< Quoted by Hooker, r. 52. 3, note. Manxi, vi. 748. 

^TIieodoret,DemonsCr.2.1,'*Tlui8e * This illustrates tbe substitution 

wbo beliere that after the union one at Chalccdon of ** in two natures,*' 

nature of Godhead and Manliood was for the inadequate ** from ' two na- 

coostitnted, destroy by thb theory the tures." See Oxf. Transi. of Fleury, 

properties of the natures : and to des- rol. iii. p. 37^, note. Dioscorus at 

troy tliem is to denr l>oth natnrrs. For Chalcedon said tersely, ** 1 accept the 

the confusion of the united elements 'from two/ not the 'two/ Mansi, 

forbids us to think of flesh as flesh, or vi. 692. It is obsenrable that in tliis 

of God as God. But if, even after the first session of Clialcedon the profes- 

union, tlie difference between these sion of the deceased Flavian, that the 

elements b distinguishable, tlien no one Christ was ** from two natures " 

confusion has taken pUce, \mt the after He became man, liad been ap- 

union Is without confusion. But if proved by Leo's deputies, and by other 

this is granted, tbe I^ord Christ Is bishops, Mansi, vi. 68a Yet even at 

not one nature, but one Son, ex- the Council of 448, at whldi FUrian 

bibiting each nature unimpaired." made this statement, Basil of Seleu- 

At tbe Council of Constantinople in da and Seieucus of Amasia had said 

448, FkNvntitts, the Pktridan, with **\n two natures," ib. 685. 

Flarhui and Basil of Seleucia, urged ' So Fhirian in his 2nd letter to 

Etttydies in vain to admit '* two imu Jjeo ; ** Even in the union the pro- 

tures after tbe union." Basil (by his perties of the two natures remain en. 

own aeooant at the " Robbers' meet- Ure." So I/eo in the Tome, c. 3, 

ing,") told Butyches ttiat to assert " Each nature retains its own proper- 

•ne nature after the unkm, without ty without defect/' and in Ep. 35, 

adding to nature the term " incar- ** 8ie assumptam naturam beatificans. 

Bate," was to confonml tbe Godhead ut glorificaU Ui gkirificante pcrma- 

•f ov one Uird with lib flesh, neat." 
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O. John says, '* In the beginninp^ was the Word," &c« I>o yoa 8.Ma 
say tills of the flesh, or of the Word, Uegotten of the Father before ^* ^* 
all ages ? 

E. These expressions refer to the Word. Bnt I do not separate 
Him from the flesh which was united to Him. 

O. *' Nor do I separate the flesh from tlie Word. But neither 
do I make the union a confusion." 

£• I know of one nature after the union C 

O. When did the E^ngelists write, — before or after the umon ? 

E. Clearly after it, — after the descent of the Holy Spirit. 

O. Well then, — compare John's words with the opening of Mat- 8. UatL 
tliew*s Gospel. Can you make these sayings fit one nature ? Im« ^* ^* 
possible. 

E. " When you speak thus, you are dividing the Only-begotten 
Son into two Persons." 

O. '' No, I adore one Son \ our Lord Jesus : but I have learned 
tlie difference between the Godhead and the Manhood. But do 
you, who say, * one nature after the union,' try to harmonise thb 
with the prolog^ies of the Gospels. Now both these things, existence 
in the beginning, and descent as to flesh from Abraham and David, 
belong to Christ the Lord." 

E. Take care 1 tliat sounds like *' one nature after the union." 

O. Well, I need not mention flesh. I apply both these tilings to 
Christ. 

E. I too admit tliis. 

O. " But I say it as contemplating two natures in Him, and assign- 
ing to each what belongs to it '." But if Christ is " one nature," 

« Similnrly, when Tlicopliilus, scut yet wc have to take account of the 

hy the Council of Constantinople to qualities of the acts themselves, and 

confer with Kutyches, had elicited discern by the gaze of pure faith to 

from Him the adaiiiuiion that the In- w^hat the humility of the flesh b pro- 

carnate was perfect Man as well as moted, to what the loftiness of Deity 

perfect (vod, and had then said to him, bends down : what that is which U 

*' If these two perfects make up one done by the flesh not without tlio 

Son, what hinders us from sayinfi^ * one Word, and what that Is which is ef- 

Son from two natures?*** Eutyches fected by the Word not without tho 

answered, *' Far be it from me to say flesh." (Compare the better known 

that Christ is from two natures, ^ passafipe in I^eo's Tome, c. 4, ** Agit 

^wrio\9yu¥ thv et6¥ fiov" above, enim utraque forma."^ He adds, c 

p. IbO. But Eutyches owned Christ 8, ** As the liord of migesty is said to 

to be perfect Man, both then and in have been crucified, so He who from 

his letter to S. I^eo. (Leo, Ep. 21.) eternity is equal to God b said to 

^ See above, p. 182. have been exalted : because the unity 

^ Compare Im^o, Epbt. 165. 6; '*AI. of Person remaining, one and tho 

though therefore in the one Lord same, without separation, b both 

Jesus Christ, true Son of God and whole Son of Man because of tho 

man, there b one Person of the Word flesi), and whole Son of God because 

and the flesli, which has actions com- of lib one Godhead with tlie Father." 

mon without severance or divbion, Thb letter was written August iy» 
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DiiiinciUm between the Natures. 



Matt. 

1.17. 



Imiw can things so opposite as existence in the beginnbg and descent 
hmn creatures be appropriated to it? And condder this: b God 
the Word to be called the Maker of all things ? 

£• yes, so Scripture teaches. 

O* On which day did He make Adam ? 

E. The siith. 

O. How many geoeradons are there from Adam to Abraham ? 

E. Twen^, I think. 

O. From Abraham to Christ how many are reckoned by Matthew ? 

£• For^*two« 

O. How can Christ, if He is ** one nature," have been the Crea- 
tor, and also hare been, after so many generations, formed in the 
Virgin's womb ? how could He be both Adam's Creator and the 
•on of Adam's descendants ? 

E. ^ I hare said before that both the former and the latter pertiun 
to Him as God Incarnate. For I know one nature of the Word, 
one that became incarnate K** 

O. ''Well, my good friend, I do not say that two natures of tlic 
Word became incarnate. I know that the nature of the Word b one ; 
but I know also, that the flesh, by employing which He became in- 
carnate, is of a different nature. And I tliink that you too acknow- 
ledge this. Did the Incama^n involre any change ?" 

£• I know not how He became incarnate, but I beliere He did 
become so. 

O. A Pharisee-like pretence of ignorance ! Now I say distinctly, 
the Incarnation was devoid of all change. For, otherwise, after Ho 
became incarnate. Divine titles would not suit Him. 

E. I have often confessed the Word to be undiangeable. 

O. ** It was, then, by taking flesh that He became incarnate." 

E. Yes. 

O. Then the nature of tlie Word which became incarnate, is one, 
and that of the flesh by assuming which tlie nature of the Word 
became incarnate, is another. 

E. Clearly. 

O. Was He tlien turned into flesh ? 



458, liter Timothy ''the Weud** 
had written to the Emperor I^oo, ae- 
Cttsing^ 8. liCO of NeatorUiniiiDic. On 
the roesning of ** oommunicatio kllo- 
natom** or ** antidotla," which IH- 
naieene, iiL 5, callt a vtf ix<Sfifrit, 
see abore, p. 69. 

^ Cvrirs phraie, believed by him 
to be Atbanaiian,— lee above, p. 174. 



Hera Tbeodorrt implicitly accppts it, 
b«t in a Mme of hii own, as meaning. 



tlie Word's own nature, HisGodhcail, 
la one: He haa not two Godlicads. 
But wiiat C)Til meaut by tlie phrase 
b repeatedly, In snbttance, admitted, 
or even orged, by Tbeodoret. In 
Epist. 126 he sajra tiiat no Christian 
teaclier " ever hoard of anv one who- 
asserted one nature of flesh and Ood- 
hcad:*' and oerUlnly Cyril did not 
this, but the contmy. 
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Analogy of Soul aful Body in man. 301 

E. By no means. 

O. Then, by your admisiicn, Uic natures were not confounded^ 
but continued entire. One ETangeliitt describes Diyinity, another 
Humanity, as belonging to tlie one Christ He Himself calls Him- 
self now ** Son of God," now ** Son of Man." Now He boooors s. l^^ 
His Mother as His parent; now, as Lord, He r^kcs hcr^ Nan* ^^1* 
reth and Capernaum are His country ; yet He b ** before Abraham s, Jih 
was." This proves " two natures." t.4i 

E.To«/twon^r«i5.to«y«twoS«n«." «•» 

O. Then to say tliat Paul was composed of soul and body Is to 
say "two Pauls"." 

£. The case is not parallel. 

O. I know tliat. In the latter case the union is natural of things 
contemporRneous and created * ; in the former, it is a supernatural 
work of grace. " But though the union in the latter case u natural, 
tlie properties of tlie nature remain inriolate." 

E. If the properties remained unmixed, how does the soul reqaire 
nourishment witli the body ? 

O. The soul does not require it. But the body whidi reodros 
rital force from it, feels physical wants until death. 

E. Surely hunger and thirst belong to the soul ? 

O. If tliey did, tlie soul would feel them after the death of the 
body. 

E. What are the properties of the soul ? 

O. To be rational, simple, immortal, invisible. 

£. And of tlie body ? 

O. To be composite, visible, mortal. 

£. And from these two the man is constituted ? 

O. Yes. 

E. Then wc dcdiie man, a rational mortal animal ? 

O. Confessedly. 

£. And we nsime him from this and from tliat set of qualities? 

O. Time. 

£. As then wc do not divide the man, but call him both rational 
and mortal, so wc must ascribe to the undivided Christ wliat is 
Divine and what is human. 

* *nf Zt(nr6Trjs iwirtfia. Perhaps no one to tliis day has called Paul two 

Theo<lorct was thinking of Athan. Pauls, because he has a soul and a 

Orat. c. Arian. iii. 41., as well as of body." Compare Epist. 130. 
ChryKostom on S. John ii. 4. • So that Thcodorct held •• CreatU 

" This analogy (employed in the anism.** See I/iddon, Some Elements 

Quicunque) is used by Thcwloret of Ueligion, p. 102. Tlieodorct don 

with the same iliiuitration from I'aul, not mean to deny that tlie union in 

in Epist. 14.'). *' Every man has an im- the Christ is in a true sense ^vcut^. 
mortal soul and a mortal body ; and 
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202 ^ Properties qf the Two Naiuree.'' 

O. This is my ftrgument: but you have not worked it out accu- 
ratdjr* When we tbinic of tbe buman mmiI, do we not spealc only of 
what belongs to its actiTity and nature ? 

£. Yes. 

O. So also as to tbe body? 

E. Yes. 

O* But when we spealc of the whole lifing being, we ascribe to it 
both sets of properties alilce. 

£• Excellently said. 

O* So when we speak of Christ's ** natures," we assign to each 
what belongs to it; but when we speak of tlie "Person," we must 
ascribe to Him alike what belongs respectifely to the natures, so as 
Co attach both sets of properties to Christ*, and call Him both God 
and Man, Son of God and Son of Man. 

£• I agree with you that Christ's Person is one, and that to it be- 
long what to Dirine and what is human. But to say that in speaking 
of the natures we must assign properties to each, seems to me to 
dissolve the union P. 

O. You did not think so in regard of properties of soul and body. 
Do you not admit the iNurallel between (1) soul and body, (2) Christ's 
Godhead and Manhood ? Is there, then, a union without confusion 
in (1) and a confusion in (2) ? 

£• Assuredly, Christ's Deity, and also His flesh, are infinitely 
superior to soul and body : yet, I say, " After the union, one 
nature." 

O. But to say thto is grossly inconsistent with the admitted analogy. 

* See also Epitt. 104, that both these two patriarchs the Utter says, 

ctosses of expressions belnnfr to the '* All the fathers ascribe r& irOp^iwa 

one Son ; the one to Hbn as God, the r^ Mp^^^ ^¥ ®*^ '^ f^ 9ut^" and 

other to Him as Man. So says Cyril, the former combines Leo's " Agit 

EpiNt. p. 117, 134, 150. 8c«abore, utraque forma," &c with the next 

p. 1 63. Compare the Formulary of 438 passage, ** Unus idemqoe est rtn Dei 

with Leo, Epbt. 1(S5, quoted above. Filias, et rere hominis Fiilius," and 

9 Some snch difficulty was found by hb *' Tenet . . . proprietatem suam 

bishops of Pklestine and Illyricum, at utraque natura " with a preceding 

tbe Chalcedonian Coundl, in certain statement, '* Idem . . . Unlgenitus .... 

passaf^ of 8. I^eoN Tome. e. g. natus est de . . . . Maria Virgtne.** 

** Each form fulfib, in fellowship with Tlib brings us to the question of the 

the other, what belongs to it ; that b, *' Theandric Mpyttu," which b ex. 

the Word works what belongs to the phdned by Damascene, iii. IW, to mean, 

Word, and the flesh performs what not tbe biendinff of two " enerf^ies " 

belongs to the flesh," lie By war of into one, but a joint action of the Di- 

reply, the archdeacon of Constantino- vine and the human. Hence be will 

pie read passages firom Cyril's Epfiu not allow the " Theandric enerpry " to 

ties to a sUnilar purport, Mansi, ri. be called "one." Compare S.Tho. 

971 if. eompare Eulogius's defence of Aquin. Sum. 3. 9. 19, and Card. New. 

theTomein Pbotios, qo. 925. p. 949, man in A than. Treatises, li. 419. ed. 9, 

and Ephrakm's, lb. Be. 999, p. 958. Of and Robertson, Hist. Ch. it 493. 
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The human oiseried agaUat AHom. 203 

£. I too avoid the word "eonfudoii.*' But to nj two natiucs is 

to me like sajing two Sonn. 

O. 1 avoid the two precipices^, both fusioo and diTiMii. **! think 
it equally irreligious to doubt the one Son and to den/ the dnality 
of natures.** But, if an Arian was to tell you that the Son was 
inferior to the Father, quodng ** Father, if it be poMihle, ftc" how 
would you meet him ? 

E. I should say that was spoken ^ economically.** 

O. But he would answer by referring to the ** eeonomie" anthro- q^ 
pomorphisms of the O. T. 8t 11 

£. These *' economies** are different. That of the O. T. re- 
lates to words, tliat of the N. T. to things. 

O. He would rejoin : ** What things ?** 

£. ^ Things relating to the Incarnation '• The Son of God, being 
made Man, exhibits both by words and things, now His flesh, now 
His Godhead : ** e.g. in the text before us, the infirmity of fear. 

O. Suppose he were to say, ** He assumed a body only. His God* 
head supplied the place of a soul ?'* 

E. I should quote, '* My soul is troubled,** &e. g. j 

O. Very apposite and ingenuous. But if he quoted ** Vour feasts ^^ ' 
My soul hatcth ? " ***" 

[ E. I should rejoin, Tlie O. T. speaks of God as having a mouth, 

eyes, cars, or lumds also. And if in the Incarnate Christ soul does 
not mean soul, neither docs body mean body ; which is Docetism "• 

O. An A|K)Uinarian might ask, '* What sort of soul ?** 

E. I should say, — I know only of one soul. But if you think 
there arc two, the rational and the irrational, Christ had a soul 
which '* increased in wisdom ; " therefore a rational soul. S. I. 

O. Bravely done I you have " dissolved that union, and the much *' * 
talked of * fusion *,' not only in two ways but in throe.'* You have 
not only distinguished Godhead from Manhood, but have distin- 
guished between two parts of Manhood. This makes not two, but 
three natures. 

£. I had to meet those who deny the assumption of flesh, or soul, 
or mind, and also those who debase His Divinity. 

O. Just so : you have been defending my position. 

£. How so ? I deny that there are *'two Sons." 

O. Did you ever hear me affirm it ? 

E. You do 80 by affirming " two natures." 

O. Tlicn, OS you say three natures, you say three Sons. 

•» Compare Theod. Epist. 109. t^j olxovo^lat /itKrH^pior, and we shall 

' Often called an Economy: cf. the not differ from Marcion." 

Tome, 7. ^ • He means, such a conception of 

■ ** *£vf»c0^^rrai ^arraola rh fitya the ** union *' aa involret a fiuion. 






SM Manhood not absorbed by Godhead. 

£• 1 ooald not otherwise meet the opponents. Bat I deny ** two 
natures ** to exist ** after the union.** 

O. How can you malce but one ? is it one made out of two ? or 
one sunrifingr another ? 

£• The Deity remained, tlie Manhood was absorbed by it. 

O. A Heathenish and Manichean fancy, at once impious and 
absurd. How could the simple, iuoomposite, uncireumseribed nature 
absorb the nature it assumed ? 

E. As the sea mig^ht absorb a drop of honey "• 

O. Sea and honey have much in common; but Godhead and 
manliood are infinitely different. But I will show you cases of things 
which are ** min/ifled '," yet not ** confounded." 

E. ** Who ever heard of a mixture that was no mixture ? " 

O. I will conrince you. lAght is diffused everywhere, except in 
some dark caverns: and is thus ** mingled" with dl the atmosphere, 
which, when thus illuminated, is itself called light. But the atmos- 
phere remains what it was, moist or dry, &c So iron, coming into 
contact with fire, ignites ; the fire penetrares its whole essence ; but 
this ^ complete union 7" docs not change the nature of tlie iron. 

£• Yes, it docs change it. ** The iron is regarded as no longer iron, 
but fire : indeed it possesses the active force of fire *." 

■ K«rcv*ditMi. The characteristic this thoofflit to the Holy Eucliarist. 
**Eafydiiaii'* assertion. Cji. Hooker, **God (the Word,) infuses a power 
▼. 53. i. Demophilns, Arum bbbop of life into the elements, and clmnges 
of Constantinople, bad once said in a tbem with a view to the energy of 
■ermon tbat Christ's body was al>- His own flesh . . . that tlie bud/ of 
•orbed by Hb Divinity, as a pint of Life might be found in a Ufe^ving 
milk would be lost when poored into seed." I.e. as is oil to bread, or fire 
the ocean, PliUostorg. ix. 14. to iron, so Is the Word, as Life-girer, 

" An instance of the use of " mln- to His flesh, and so (witliout presslnff 

gling ** for *' uniting without confo- tlie paralhUism to extremity) is Hb 

^oa.** See p. 188. flesh to tlie elements. There b a cer. 

f ADoding to the description of the tain interpenetration of B by A, whidi 

Personal Union as &«fa, admitted by causes B to communicate A. As in 

the Easterns, see Cjrr. adr. Orient. 4. the two iilustratire cases, so in regard 

■ Tbeodoret might almost seem to to the Incarnation and the Eucharist, 
be referring to a celebrated passage of a true reUtion establbhed between A 
8.C]rril,transbtedatp.6:l6,andcom. and B produces an ** operation" of 
mooted on at p. 175, of Dr. Posey's A through B, but without prrjudce 
** Doctrine of the Keal Presence." to the *' nature " of B. So that Cyril 
Crril wishes to show how the life- would entirely agree with Tlieodoret 
inVing Word, by uniting *' flesh "to as to the permanence of the ** nature" 
Himself, could make tbat flesh life- of the flesh and of the EuduirisUc ele- 
giring. He takes two comparisons, ments. It may be addcMl that in 
*'Dip a little bread into wine or oil, Schol. 10 Cyril illustrates the Incar- 
or other liquid, and you will find it nation from fire which penetrates 
has beeome full of that Uqukl's quality, wood, does not make it cease to be 
Wbca Iron comes into contact with wood, but ''transfers it into the power 
fire, then it b filled with the active of fire, and carries on its own work in [ 
fsree (iv^fjttmt) of fire, and being it, and b reckonod one with it:" V 
Inm in its own utnre, teems with the so TTheodoret says of red-hot gold, f 
power of fire." IVn he carrim on ^pbt. 145, that it lias tlie colour and 
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Christ, Riien, had a true Body. 205 

O. But it is treated as iron still: its nature is not destroyed. 
If then " mixture " can tulce place in lM>dies without ** fusion," it b 
senseless to tliink of a ** fusion ** in respect to the unchangeable 
nature, and tlie annihilation of that nature which has been aiimcd 
for tlie benefit of mankind.** 

E. I do not say tliat it was annihilated, bat that it wu dianged 
into the essence of Godhead ^ 

O. Has not tlic Humanity ^ then, its previous determinate bdnf ?* 

E. Hy no means. 

O. When did it undergo this change ? 

E. After the ^complete union," which took pkoe in the ooih 
ception. 

O. Be it so. But long after the Nativity, we read of Him at an 
infant, as drcumcised, growing up, hungering, walking, &e. All 
these are human incidents. Therefore, the Manhood did uoi loee 
its own nature after the union. 

E. I was inaccurate: the change took place after the Resarree- 
tion. 

O. Out, did not tlie Risen Christ show His hands and feet ? & Lain 

E. Yes — e?cn as He entered when the doors were shut'. HjIJl 

O. But He did that as He issued from tlio Virginal womb", or at m, if. 
He walked on tlie sea. 
O. He showed Hut hands only as He wrestled with Jacob. 
E. On the contrary. He did it to remove all suspidon of His lie* 
ing incoqioreol. ** Handle Me and see ; for a spirit hath not flesh 8. Loin 
and bones, as yc sec Me have" ... lie did nut say tliat He was flesh 5^* ^* 
and bones ^; He had them as distinct from Himself, altiiough His 
Personal oneness wns unimpaired ; and He *' ate before them," 
neither in illusion, nor from physical need. 

nrtivity of fire, but '* reintiins gold." G<k1 alone had an inttfiyfo/^w ^^crir, 

('p. n(M)kcr. V. 51. Cu On the th<H>- In Genes. Qu. 3; and see below, 

lop^Ical me of kv4py*ia^ for the di»tnic p. 215. 

live operation or facnify of operation, ^ Thcodorct alludis to the "entor- 

helonginp^ to A or B, »ck Newnian*s inpf in whou the doors were shut " in 

Athan. Tre^t. ii. 412, ikI. 2. Kpi»t. M5. S. Hilary, de Trin. Hi. 2U, 

* I. e. by a sort of ** transubstan- insists that it was miraculous. Com. 

tiation." pare Trof. Macphcrson on the Resur- 

** T^ kvOputrrtvoy y€¥ou rcction, p..'{13; **!& tliereaufi^ht incoii. 

< ncp(7pa0^K. Wliere Euscbius, vi. sistent witli ilis claim to possess surli 

83, itpeaks of Derylhis as darinfif to a union of the Divine and human 

say that our Saviour did not prxvxist natures, wlicn we find in the GoHiiela 

ill any proper and determinate form that He liad a power oyer His human 

of bein^ (*9ptyp<i<tyfif,) he apparently body wliich no ordinary man pes* 

means, *' in no distinct personality." sesscs ?*' &c. 

But Tiieodoret seems to have iield * Dr. i'uscy on Real Presence, p. 51^ 
that Ttpiypaip-tt or ** cirtnmisiTiption" ' Theodoret is copying* Athon. Ep. 

was cliaracteristic of a created being Epict. 7 ; c. ApolJiu. i. G. 
oa such (Angels inclusive), and that 
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206 Chriiif Aicendedf ha$ a true Body. 

E. But if He did not need food, we must suppose that He only 
teemed to eat. 

O* A 1x>d7 wlien made immortal could not need food. But He 
did eat, for Scripture says so: and He ate, to show that He was alive. 
What He then did by " economy "is not a law of nature. A risen 
body is, as such, 'Mncorruptible :" so was His, — ^yet, by another 
''economy." He caused it to retain the wound-prints, whidi Thomas 
bandied <• 

E. But if it had become incorruptible and immortal, it was changed 
into another nature. 

O. If so, men's bodies, at their resurrection, will be thus changed 
into anotlier essence. But in fact, it is not their nature that will 
be changed, but their corruptibility and mortality. So a sickly body, 
when it becomes healthy, remains the same essence. So our bodies, 
when they shall rise again, will not have lost their own nature. 

£. True. 

O. Therefore the Lord's body, though risen and incorruptible, and 
glorified, and adored by the hea?enly Powers, is still a body, bar ing 
its prerious circumscribed form \ 

£• But after the Ascendon, was it not changed into the Divine 
nature? 

O. ''Well, / could not say so in obedience to human reasonings. 

For 1 am not so rash as to say wlmt Scripture Ims not said." And 

Acts 1. Scripture does tell me that He will return " as they had seen Him 

^^ go bto heaven." Now what they saw was a circumscribed nature. 

And an undrcumscribed nature is invisible: but He will be visible on 

the throne of judgment. 

£. On that showing, even before His Incarnation He was " dr- 
Im. C 1. enmscribed." For Isaiah saw Him enthroned. 

O. What He saw was not the Divine essence, but an appearance 
Zedu If. suitable to his capad^. At the Judgment, " all men will " look 
y^ y upon" the Judge's nature as risible," even as Stephen saw Him. 
g^ * £• Wdl, but I think you cannot prove that the inspired writers 
PhlL JL speak of His ascended body u ** a body." 

'^* O. Yes, the Apostle calls it " the body of His glory." It is not 

then changed into a different nature it remains a body, although filled 
with Dirine glory. And the bodies of the saints will be " conform- 
ed" to His. 

£• Will they then be equal to His? 

O. They iriU partake of its glory, but in inferior measure ; even as 

f Cempire Athao. Ep. Epict. 6. Comp. Wilberforoe on Incamatkm, 
^ ny r y ^ fi^y. Thb paiMge is C 10. p. 180. 
fefamd to by Hooker, v. M. 9. 
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Argument from the EueharuL 207 

He who IS Ug\i% called the saints ''light.** Hare I not mnewered s.lliit. 
your question ? •' **• 

E. One must *' move every stone** to arrive at troth on qoetdons 
of sacred doctrine. 

O. Well, ** the mystic symbols* which are offered to God by the 
priests ^, of what are they symbols ?** 

E. Of the liord's Body and Blood. 

O. Of what is really a body ? 

i!f. Yes. 

O. Quite right: for a figure implies an existent original \ ^ If 
then the Divine mysteries are figures ^ of what is really a body, the 
J^rd*s Body is even now a body ; not changed into the nature of 
Godhead, but filled with Dlrine glory.** 

E. I am ghid you have referred to the Eucharist. ^ From it I 
will show you that the Jjord's Body is changed into a different nature. 
Let me ask, what do you call the gift which u offered * before the 
priest's invocation ■ ? * " 

O. It U not right to answer explicitly ; perhaps some umnitiated 
persons may be present ®. 

R. Well, answer enigmatically. 

(). Food, from certain seeds. 

E. And the otlier symbol ? 

O. It has a general name, signifying a kind of drink. 

E. ''But after the consecration what do you call Uiem ?** 

O. " Christ's Body and ChVist's Blood." 

E. '* And you believe that you receive Christ's Body and Blood ?** 

O. " I do so believe." 

» Sfo Dr. Puscy*s Doctrine of Real in i. ^^ ^' that accordinpf to Volenti. 

Presence, p. U4 (T. un tiic use of this nu» the Church of spiritual men was 

cln.ss of terms for tlie consecrated an iivrirvirow of the i'Eon Ecck^sia. 

element.^. So Cyril of Jerusalem calls the ele- 

^ Kviihrntly lie supposes the Elc- ments avnrvwov of the Btniy and 

nients not to lose their character as ISIood, Catecii. 23. 20. But Nestorius 

ohlationt; after the invocation or com- reverses this use, "This bread, of 

])lelion of the consecration. Compare which the Body is iiirrlrwoif" ap. 

Hammond's Liturgies, Kastern and Cyr. adv. Neat. If. 5, (Pusey, p. 200;) 

Western, pp. 18, 43, 75, 113, 150, and and in doinc: so has the authority of 

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 23. G. 1 S. Pet. 3. 1 1 , where aKririnror means 

' 'Apx*'^»^o*'» — what he calls fur- what we can an antitype, 
tlier on aKijOfta. Com p. Pusey, on " For the Invocation of tho Holy 

Ueal Presence, p. 112. Spirit in the West-Syrian Liturgies, 

■ 'Ajn-iTvira, used for what we see, e.pr. S. James's, Hammond, p. 43. 
should call types, or figures, as in the ** Observe the Disciplina ArcanL 

liiturgy of S. Basil, Hammond's Li- Sec above, p. 184. It is remarkable 

turtles, p. 114: and in Apost. Const, that Tlieodoret refrains from mention. 

V. 14: vi. 30. So S. Irenicus in ing* ** bread and wine," but do€s not 

Fraprm. 38. (Stieren, i. 855,) calls the hesitate to speak of the *' Body and 

bread and the cup imr^wv, and says Blood." 



208 Argwoient from the Eucharist. 

£• As then the •jrmbob of the Lord's bod/ and blood are differ- 
ent things after the invocadou from what thej were before, " so His 
liodjr, after It was taken up (into heaven), was changed Into the 
Dime essence." 

O. ** You are caught In the nets which you woveP* For the my- 
stical symbols do tioi depart from their own nature after the conse- 
cration : they remain in their former essence, and figure, and form, 
and are seen and touched as they were before ; but are thought of as 
what they ha?e become, and are believed and worshipped, as being 
Chose things which are believed 4. Compare then the image with the 
archetype ; for the type must be like Uie reality* That body has 
its premus form and circumHcription, and, in short, bodily essence : 
but it became immortal after the resurrection, and superior to cor- 
ruption, and was raised to a seat on God*s right hand, and is adored 
bj all creation, and called the body of tlie Sovereign of Nature ^" 

£• But the symbol to no longer called what it was before, but 
** body.** Therefore the reality ought to be no longer called body, 
but ** God.** 

O. No: the symbol to atoo called "bread of life%'*tlie Lord's 
own phrase ; and the Body itself to called Divine, the body of our 
Lord, who to God and Man K 

9 This b the ikinoiit Eocharistic to be only thus far related to Christ's 

panage, (trmntbted in Pusev on Real body that to recelre it in faith b to re- 

Pmn^oe, p. 85.^ It shows tliat Theo- ceive the benefits of Christ's death, re- 

doret ooqUI assert, as nnquestionable tains Its nature after It lias been pboed 

Chorch doctrine, that the consecrated In ^ib rebtion. Therefore Christ's 

elements retained their '* nature" Manhood, which b admitted to be 

and "cMence" as bread and wine, taken into a rebtion of persona] union 

eren as 8.Chrysostom bad said be- with Ood the Word, retains Its n». 

fore him (Cp. to CBsarios,) and Pope ture Ukewbe." The cases would hare 

Gelasius said after him (De duabus been so different, that comparison, and 

Naturis.) But It also shows that the argument from comparbon, would 

participation of Christ's Body and bare been out of tjuestlon. Of course 

Blood, through those ''symbob," was tlie analogy between the hypostatic 

IwUef cd by mm to be real. Its tes- and sacramental unions cannot be 

timony b not negatire only, but pressed beyond thb point, that they 

Msitlre. ^Theodcmt reasons thus: are both mysteriously real. 
There b an allowed analogy between « Rererence b paid to the vbibb 

the Incarnation and the Eucharist, elements because they «re regarded 

In each, tliere b a higher part united as baring In some true sense ** become 

to a lower. The bread b to tlie Body that " whidi b an oinect of faith and 

as the Manhood to the Oodliead b ** received ** through them. 

The two unions so correspond as that ' The argument b, As the consecra- 

tbe reality and dbtinction of the parts ted bread receives honour by rirtue of 

in the one union Irapiv the like rttlity Its sacramental union with Christ's 

and dbtinction in the other. The body. Its "archetype," yet remains 

•rguasent vanishes, if tliere b not In brmd, so that "archetype** b ho- 

both cases aliko a real outward and noured by rirtue of its penonal union 

• real Inward part, and a real union with the Word, yet remains a body. 
of the two." M8. by Mr. Keble. » 8o in the Roman Obbtion, "the 

Theodorst eould not have argued, In holy bread of eternal life." 
effect; "The bread, which b admitted • Cyril wouU have heartUy echoed 
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Authoriiies for ^ Two Natures." . 209 

E. Can you cite any Saiutt who ha?e diitinguldied tiie natont 
after the union ? 

O. (repliesbycitingtwentyFathen, IgnatiufySmyrn. 3; Irencns, 
Hippolytus, Eustathius, Atliananus, Orat. c Ari* IL 70^ Ep. Epict. 
9 ; [anotliei' passap^ not found in it :] Serm. Major, 29, de Incam. 
et c. Arian. 2, 3, 2S ; Ambrose, Banl, Gregory Nazianien, Gregory 
Nyssen, Amphilocliius, Tlicophllus, Chrysostom, Flartan of Antu>ch, 
Cyril of Jerusalem, Antiochus, Hilary, Augustine, Se?erian, Atti- 
cus, Cyril of Alexandria, [Ep. ad Nest. 2, Pusey, p. 6, a sentence 
which suggested part of the Definido of Chalcedon] Ep. ad Joan. 
[part of the FormuUuy of Reunion and another sentence] Comal, 
on Hebrews, Scholia 4, 13, 27.) 

E. I did not think that they distinguished the natures after the 
union, but I find tliat they carry Uic distinction to excess. 

O. It is rash to blame those noble champions of fiuth. (He 
quotes several passages from Apollinaris himself, as affirming* a 
union which is not a fusion, and a distinction between Godhead 
and Manhood after tlie union. ** Truth," O. adds, ** compelled the 
first invehtor of the fusion to own this.") 

E. Even musical cliords require some rest, and so we rational 
beings may reasonably measure our exertions by our capadties. Lei 
us put off the discussion of Impassibility until to-morrow. 

O. David exhorts us to meditate on the Divine orades day and ft. 1. 2 
night : but let us do as you desire. 



DIALOGUE HI. " IMPASSIBILISr 

O. (1) I \\^\G proved "that God the Word is immutable, and that 
He became man, not by being converted into Hesli, but by assuming 
in perfection the nature of man ; and (2) that after this union He 
remained what He was, unmingled, impassible, unchanged, uncir- 
cumscribed, and also preserved in its entirety the nature which He 
had assumed : " tliis the Scriptures and the Churcli teachers have 
affirmed. It remains to speak of His Passion : a subject most pro- 
fitable, for from this source flows our salvation. 

£. I agree with you. 13ut let us alter the order of our debate : 
let me ask questions, do you answer. 

O. Be it so. 

tilts, which U put in to sliow tluit majesty of Christ's Body. Cp. Epist. 
'* Orthodox" recogpilses the unique 145. 

P 



in»V«i«MOT«Mi9*«««»i.<^«««^ 



210 Ckriii's DeUy impaaible. 

£• Who was it that anffered ? 

O. Our Lord Jeaua Chriit. 

£. Was it tlien a man that saved us ? 

O. Why, did we admit that our Lord was Man only ? 

£. What do you believe Christ to be ? 

O. The Son of the living God, made Man. 

£. Is God's Son God ? 

O. Yes, God, having the same essence with the God who begat 
Him«. 

£. ** It was God, then, who endured the Passion." 

O. '* If He was crudfied inoorporeally, then ascribe the Passion 
Co the Godhead V But if it was by talcing flesh that He became 
Man, why not say that what was passible suffered ? 

* Contrast Theodore, explaining the name of '* Ood the Word.** 
the Sonthip at adoptive, Mansi, ix. Under the influence of this sensitive- 
Si I, and as constituted by preeminent ness he did not see tliat, since the In- 
virtue, ib. 91 7. He also said that the carnation, ail sinless Imman conditions 
Man was Son by ffnice, the Word be- were eqnally predicahle of ** God tlie 
infr Son by nature : tliat Jesus was Word" with due cxphination, equally 
** Sod of Ood " in a higher degree non-predicable without it. In this 
than others, but was equally with context, however, Tlicodoret Is evi- 
them a Son by grace, ib. S19. dentiv bent on confuting those wlio 

' See Tillemont, xv. 253, that while would infer the possibility of the God- 
" he refuses to admit the expression, bead In the Incarnate from the phrase 
* The Word suffered in flesh,' on the which he attacks. All that he con- 
ground tliat it b obscure, open to a tends for is containol in Cyril's owa 
very bad interpretation, and not au- words in the great epistle which had 
thorised by Scripture, he at the same been received with such applause at 
tine acknowledges its Catholic sense the Council of Ephesus, Ep. ad Nest. 
in a vfiy dear manner, and only 8. (Pusev, pp. 6, 8) ** The Divinity U 
njects what all the orthodox reject- impassible and incorporeal : but since 
ed. Yet it is strange that he did not that body wliich had become proper 
approve of an exprnsion which it is to Him (Ood the Word) suffered. He 
easy to And in Scripture, which was Himself Is said to have suffered this for 
eommonly used in the Church, and us, for the Impassible One was in the 
which was based on the maxim which suffering body. And in the same way 
he hfanself establishes in his DUlogucs, do we think of His dying, for Ood the 
^hat the union of the two natures Word Is by nature . . . immortal . . . 
makes the names common." In fact, but since His own body • . . tasted 
this contention of Tlieodoret*s b in- death for all men. He b said to have 
consbtent with hb previous admission suffered tlib death, &c" In the Epis- 
as to the One Personality. If the phrase tie to John, Cyril says, ** We all ae- 
'*Ood suffered In flesh," b altogether knowlcdfce the Word of God to be 
badmissible, so b the Pauline state- impassible, althougli He Himself, ar- 
nent that ** the Lord of glory was mi- ranging (olxoro^r) the mystery with 
dfled : " so b the statement that Ood all wisdom, b seen to ascribe to Him- 
was bom in flesh, w that Mary was self the sufferings which befell His own 
TheotOGOs. If these sUtemenU are flesh; therpfore Peter says, "Christ hav- 
orthodox, the phrase censured lias a ing suffered in flesh," and not In the 
good meaning. But thb may be nature of the ineffable Godhead ; for, 
urged in Theodoret's behalf, that the in order tiiat He miglit be believed to 
ApoDhuuian controversy had made be the Saviour of the whole (rArtAiir) 
mm specially sensitive as to any as- He refers to Himself, as I said, 1^ an 
sodation of one partkubr human economic appropriation, tlie suffer- 
conditloa, that of paaalbUity, with ings of lib own flesh." Cp.Qrril, Con- 
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Iha Ltfa dulaly lar Ra anwail as ta ia ^pafaafiatiiif tfM laffBriaga af lua 
lib BHUihaadlt iMi H* raM^bai lai- awa iM, tiMa Maai, Ihaa wa Mqr 
IpanMa as (M,** Babt UOl Caaqk h^, aa4 wWi aaai lama, thai llw 
Atban. e. ApoOin. L 11. <« It b lie dmOk of Oae la flarii is eomUcred 
Himaelf who luffered, and wbo did an equivalent for the life of all : not 
not tnffer.*' Tliia in ouite in accord- at the deatli of one like to oonelres, 
ance with Cjril't teaciUnfc. On tlie although lie became one of as, bill 
tubatantial agfnsement between Cyril tliat, £sin^ Qod by nature. He was 
and Theodorct on tliis point Tan agree- incarnate and made man." (He had 
ment not incomiwiible with their used tAp Zktw hrrd^fs In Ad Polche- 
habitually approaciiing the subject riam fcc (Posey, p. 2(i9.) At the 
from different points of riew) see Tery opening of tiie controversy Pro- 
Hooker, V. 53. 4, to the effect that dus had said that "Ood must die for 
Theodoret meant that Christ's Divine sinnen," but expUined himself fur- 
nature could not suffer, but Cyril re- ther on bv saying, " AVhat He was, 
ferred to " the Person of Christ, who saved ; what He became, suffered'* 
being verily Ood, suffered death, but (Homily, 5, 9.^ ; and bad spoken of 
in the flesh, and not in tliat sub- Him, God and Man, as more than 
stance for whicli tlin name of Ood b equivalent in satblactk>n fur the muU 
given Him." Theodoret In thb DU- titude of offenders (lb. 6.) It b ob. 
logue ftvohb the Nestorianbdng bn- servabb that Cyril's ISth articb was 
goage of lib criUcbnu on Cyril's 12th a reproduction of one of tlie anathe- 
article; and it b pbin from Epist. 130 matbms In Damasus' letter to I'SuU- 
that what he meant to guard was nus, Theod. v. 1 1 ; after condemning 
"/he assumption, by the Word, of any wlio attributed the PmsIou to the 
haman nature in completeness," and Dirine nature, Damasus adds, ** If any 
tiM "^onconfused" character of ** the one does not confess that the Word of 
aaba*" ''if," he says, «*these polnU Ood saffered in flesh • • sod lasted 
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212 The Soul cannot die, nor can God. 

E. Prove that, and resolve my doubtii. 

O. You grant that aoul is immortal, body mortal, and that from 
these natures the man subsists. 

E. Yes. 

O. ** Then, the immortal is joined to the mortal. But, when the 
eonjunction or union J is dissolved, the mortal submits to tlie law 
of death, but the soul remairis immortal, although death was brought 
in bjr sin.** Is not death a penalty jP 
A- !• E. Yes, Scripture teaches so. 

O. *' Tiicn, since both soul and body sinned, why does body alone 
bear this penalty ? " 

E, Because the tasting of the forbidden fruit was a bodily act, and 
diffused that fruit throughout the bodily frame. Justly then did the 
body alone suffer Uie penalty. 

O. Physiology does not cover the whole ground: those bodily 
acts depended on the act of the souL Therefore the body could not 
•in alone. 
' E. But it makes the soul possess sin. 

O. How ? 

E. Through its members. 

O. But those members can equally work for good. 

E. Yes. 

0. Body and soul, tlien, can obey or can break the law. 

E. Yes. 

O. But in both cases, soul acts first: the mind conceives the good 
or bad idea, then the body serves as an organ ibr expresnng it. Why 
then does the body suffer alone ? 

E. Because the immortal cannot die. 

O. Yet what shared in sin sliould share in penalty. The soul, 
however, did not share the peiudty: although in the life to come it 
Matt wiU go into Hell with the body. 
*• E. Yes. 

O. We see tlien that death is impossible for an Immortal nature. 
How, tlien, could the Uncreated One die ? 

E. He died •' in flesli." 

O. But what is immortal * cannot die at all. Again let us look 
at the question in another aspect. 

E. Yes, let us tiy every means of reaching the truth. 



death in fledi let hhn be ana. head,— at Cfril repeatedly aiSnned, 

thema.** could not die. But the Divine Per. 

f Here he met the Nettorian term, ion coald die, aa He could l>e bom, 

#«Mi^l«r, but explahis it by the "in flctb,** "^ai touching His man. 

Cyrilline iw^tmt. hood.'* 

' The hBBMirtal aatnrer-^ ^^od- 
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Wkta lUaft tm "iiyiwrth* to Him. 2ia 

O. An Mt Iktm who iMdi *ln tr ffctue worthy of p-euer 
mof tliem? Aiid in no* 
wwtmUt 

B. T«t s IWifcw <l f afcw^ ftthir w< tCHclier of idl wicked- 

O. All A4m •»<£*• wnUi Intidwian; and Kciitenre of 
H*w U it, IhcD, that die 
I Ihe tcocbcr, and by tlw 

E. Tha iMahv h JiimiI M Urn wa^fim^elitiWe fire of Helli 
Maf of laaMlU Mton, ht oo«U m( kt pwiislied by dmtU. 

O. NarOMUao»ontoriiMMn,wfnth^ytmmortBi. Whytlien 
lojw Mt •Mik &«■ i^b( *M **tto PhMjuii of immonnliiy Bi)d 
i%M0DMMM nibnd Antk r 

X. Tof mi—K >ObH hoU, wow It Wt tliat He imlTurwl voluu- 
tuitf. 

O. Bm (M loot Mt irin t* Ao wbft li nbhorrcot lo IIi« m- ' 
tun. "AU tU^ on foMlUt to Ool" mist be tnlten with (l>t< 
BoOtMlon*. T» da, fcr tmmtam, h IfiMthtc to llim. llelxvery I 
•ad btrtloetatl U^ktt Ho ooaM aot irtll h> become,— could not I 
boaooH)— lirkaoM t HloMtaro ooaU aot Womo vi«ble, nor com- 
fnkmiOAt, fa k li beo^pCThtaJHi *, mi i»ri»blc Nor coultl | 
Ho boeooM aoo-oxhtntt aor eeoM tho FMker become Son n 
Son VtAtr, mt oUmt at Thoni Oo Ho|j Sjiirit. Other thing* I 
floaU to Mathmad, iriM wo laponSrio lo tlie Almighty ; tlie iio. ' 
poiribUIty Mng indaed o proof of bonndloM povar, wk of waaknaai. 

E. Howw? 

O. BcctuM each of these iinpouibilitiBi exiiibili Um Divine im- 
mutabilitf, — tlie utmoit extent of goodneu, — of truth, — of justice,— 
e.^.'Mt i* impoeiible for God to lie," " He caenot deny UiDuelf." ]tek& 
Tbii (Iiowa nil an|iematural power, for it iliowi that He ii God. i tih. S. 

C. This is true, Mul accordant mtfa Scripture. IS, 
0. Then Mis immortality is at inteptrable from Him as are Bit 

other perfections. 

■ Bee EpbL Ui, that IhvM who power. Fur when we My of our own 

lbaadfuiltwlUiUieexpreuinn,"Hin]o ouiil tint It b Jmpuoiblii fur rt to die, 

thlDfii aro allOKdlicr impoailbki lo wa du nut lm)Hita lu it wcikiieH, but 

Qod," iDiut bo cither Imporiectly tn< ■Mert that It h» tbn power of belaif 

tanned Id [xdnt* of doctrine^ or ut no Immurtal." Conpare Origen c. Cebi. 

find uplnluni. " Aik tbem whetber lil. 7(1. that " Oud am do ererytbinft 

It li pvBlble for God .. to lie ... vr that It 1* puuiblo tot Illm to du with, 

■nio, to be anjoit . . . onwtw, ke. out ceulnf lo be Qod and good and 

nwn My to thiun, There are nuny wIm," and "tbe poner todveril b 

thin^i Impoulbte to Ued, bat (hrac eeutraiy to Illi aninipuience." 

ImpoHibilltln do Dot indicate Incapa- * 'AnT4l^^rrtr—^^ wt^mv Mff^ 

dty, but are tokcni of the greolot eret. 



214 • Manhood distinct from Godhead* 

B. S. E. But Scripture asMrts the death of God's own Son. 

O. Yes, but we have already admitted that the Son appeared in 
perfect human nature. 

£. We ha?e. 

O. On this account then, He was called Son of Man. 

£• True. 

O. ^Therefore our Lord Jesus Christ is also truly our God. 
For, of these natures, the one He had always, tlie other He truly 
assumed." 

£. Undeniably. 

O. Therefore, as Man, He suffered : as God He could not suffer ^ 

E. ** IVliy then does Scripture say that the Son of God suffered ?" 

O. ** Because the body that suffered was His body. Loolc at it 
I. S7. thus : ** Isaac could not see :** does that refer to his soul ?** 

E. No, only to his body. 
09 y. O. And when Amos or Samuel is called ** the seer," does that 

refer to his body ? 
■^•' E. No, only to his soul. 

K. IS. O. ** The hands that hang down, tlie feeble knees" — docs this re- 
fer to bodily limbs, or is it an ezprcsdon for spiritual languor ? 

£• The latter, of course. 

O. Yet these distinctions are not expressed in Scripture : they are 
assumed. We are supposed to disUngubh between what is bodily 
and what is spiritual. 

E. Naturally : for we are endowed with reason. 

O. Then let us think reasonably as to our Creator and Sa?iour, 
and distinguish between what belongs to Hb Godhead and what to 
His Manhood. 

£• But if we do, we dissolve that perfect' union. 

O. No more than you dissolve the union of soul and body by dis- 
dnguishing their properties. 

£• Scripture says, the Son of God suffered. 

O. Nor do I say that any other suffered : but, tlie Godhead being 
impasrible, we attribute suffering to the body. 

£• Then it was a hi dy that wrought our salvation. 

' Cyril expUdtly disowcs what hb who b <* God the Word.^ In Epbt. 

opponents imputed to him under the 144 he says, ** Since the. body assumed 

name of '*TbeopathU,'' while at the was called the body of the Only-be- 

same time be maintains that tlie Son gotten Son of God, He refers to Him- 

of God snffrrei in His earthly nature, sdf the suffering of that body/' and 

or humanly, because the ■* flesh that quotes Leo, ** the Son of God suffered 

suffered was Hb." Epist. p. 144. as He could suffer, according to the 

And in the text Tbeodoret really nature which He assumed." Com. 

grants all tliat Cyril demanded i for pare p. 131. 
be admits that it was •« He" who suH * "AjiMir, see p. S04. 
lend as Man, that scUsame ''He" 
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0.*Nordb«tAUttlMiriMit w <• kn IiIm miil rf *• 

O. N«i In* I kmam dM pMir«rinidi. BaliriMi jmwmtkM^i 
** I tad My fM«r an •Mk'* sad. ^ Ha till krtil MM lltti iMlk MMi 1^ ^* 
dMVIitiw,*ia}aanivlUilolhaiaiiiardMaaA«l> 

a Aa4 alM^ «lha WM «aa Oadir* 

B. Tei. 

O. Bl wfci •'Jwai Ml waaifail IftUmA^^ JM iMi WMriaiai »bCC 

MoBf 10 tiha GadMal or io tiha ba^rr 

K ** f mnanf fcwr la iMilo tMaft tlatf ■m aalliwl * 

O. ** TiMa jaa aMrfba tiha vaHiaiis la tiha GadMal ^ ** 

B.'^l^aMftaaoMto.'* 

O. This la ifriafl Sflriptea^ wlddi a^a IImiI OadI 
•waanadf aaa ttal Ba piaoiffai Bit avvaala fraai 

B. Ofaoaiaa,atGoi,Haaaaliaalaallwi halatar 
nalioB» Ha mdmi tiha ftwlon, 

O. Bal hoir? hf laeriflaf k b Hb Oodlwii, ar hf allav% Iha 
paMttIa natoia lo iMl il» la proof af HIa Mag Maa fai rodkjr. Mi 
in semblanee ^ ? Do wa say, the Dtvioe natoia was ondreaaiseribad ? 

£. Yes. 

O. But tlio uiicircumscribed nature, bdng omnipresent, cannot 
need to pass hither and thiUier, nor to walk,-— therefore it cannot ba 
wearied. 

£• But *' Jesus was wearied:" and Jesus is God. 

• This WM what Cjrril lo eamettl/ heaven/' de Catecb. Had. 40. Somuch 

pressed ; see above, p. 169. as to the hypostatic ** appropriation,** 

' T^ot. Alluding^ to the reverence by Him who Is " very Uod," of the 

shown to the eunsecrated elements, human acts or properties, ** savlnf^^** 

see p. 808. For thb ose of r^ot see as S. Leo says, Cp. 28. a, " the pro* 

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. 2i. 8. priety of each nature and substance.** 

It is equivalent to ^ia$»\09, as used lie illustrates this salvo farther ont 

in DUL 11. On the passage hi the *'To thUit, to be wearied. Is deariy 

text, see Dr, Pusey's l>octrino of Real human. But • • • to bestow living 

Presence, p. 1 1 8. water • • . Is unquestionably Divine • • • 

f See Pearson on Creed, vol. 1. Foralthough In our Lord Jesus Christ 

p. 384, ed. Burton. 8. Augustine there b one Person of tied and Man, 

says, *' He thirsted who • . • spiritually allud tamen est unde In utroqoe com. 

is. .. the fountain of the thirsty: He munis est contumeUa, aliiM node 

was wearied by an earthly joum^, communis est gkHria,** lb. 4. 

who has made Himself our way to ^ Oorvar^f. See p. 87* • 
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316 The distinetion to be presupposed. 

O. Consider, then, how the being wearied and not wearied can 
belong to one Person '• Even a *' barbarian^ would understand that, 
granting the union of the disrimilar natures, the properties of lx)th 
are assumed by Christ's Person, but are ascribed to the natures re- 
spectively : e.g. unweariedness to the uncircumscribed nature, weari- 
ness to that which passes from place to phtce ^. As you yourself 
have admitted these to be bodily affections, you distingubh the pro- 
perties of Godhead and Manhood. My prediction, therefore, comes 
true. 

£• But I have not dirided the one Son into two. 

O. Nor do I, my friend : I only recog^iise what belongs to tlie 
several natures. 
& E. " Scripture docs not teach us such distinctions." It spake of 
I Q^^ ^ ** tlie Son" as having died,— ^f " the Lord" as raised again. 
14. O. It says tw, that Stephen and the patriarchs were buried. Were 

their souls buried ? 

£. No. 

O. So in other Scripture narratives of burial and death, Scripture 
** uses names which signify both soul and body :" but we distinguish 
between the immortal souls and the buried or slain bodies. If you 
do the like as to names of men, why not as to the Son of God ? 

£. Scripture teaches that the Son of God suffered. 

O. But Paul interprets the Pkssion, and sliows what nature it 
was that suffered. 

£• Prove this, as soon as you can. 
IM. I. O. ** He is not ashamed to call them brctliren." 

E. Wliatofthat? 

O. '* Bretlircn" points to kinship: kinship belongs to Manhood. 
Read on in tliat context. 
Ik 1.^ 14t E. (reads) ** Forasmuch as the children partook of flesh," &c. 
^ O. This passage, I think, exphuns itself. 

£• I do not see in it the proof you promised. 

> n^M'idry. The word wp6trmvop liont belong to the Only-begotten, the 

b naed by Tlicodoret at eqaivalent to one, to Him as God and Maker, and 

htivrmnt I it has lost that older sense the other to Him as having become 

of •* aspect" or ** disracter*' which led Man for our sakes." And Epist. 130, 

8. Basil to suspect it, unless guarded ** It is phdn to those who think aright 

by Mmi^if, Enist. SIO. 5. that some things befit Him as God, 

^ Compare this with the Fohnuhury others as Man. Thus both iwssibility 

of Reunion ; and with Theod. Epist. and impassibility belong to the liord 

lOi; ''ApDlving (to Him) as man Christ. For He suffered as to His 

what is ssM respecting humiiUition Manhood, but renudned impassiblo 

and in aeoordanoe with the nature as God." lie He had said just before, 

assasMd ; and again (to Him) as God ** Although we recognhte the diversity 

what befits God not dividing of the natures, rkw Iwa x^ vp9eKvpu9 

Him into two pmons (wpivwwti) but Ti^r.** 8(*e abore, p. 17^, and oom« 

teaching that Iwlh dasses of cxprcs- pare pp. 178, 18i. 
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Tim ^fm^Ui* Death <ifChriit. %lf 

0. It Ann AMI to tUnnir the power of dnitlt by a just method, 

~ - - - - ^ liable W d«<Ltli, kvjit it 

d devour it; but becauac 

itimlU* llJMriM toiW W b At lintlniitii, lU [lut k MO)) to itn uiyiuC 

Fur siiico tie luu renturod to life tlia 

will rauM tlu) reit of manlund 

I* llM »•■. Th« M^ AMtTore U imi»Miblc. 

& Tlw ftoan 'b"* BOt. to my mind, prove tliis. 

Ol ftmlf (Iw Mtt alwn Am He took ac«li uid btood. in order 

to Inn ■ Mton AM «imU tufTtu-. *nd lliiu dcetroy the power 

B. "B«v<UH«dMlrarDut [K>wcrtlin>u(;h the Bcsh?" 

O. ** 4f whit WMfBM SA Gktaii cublave the nature of mc 

CByda. 

O. Wlat iwiHr tt 0*1 Melp) W (Ibobediencu ? 

B. DmA. 

O. Sh, tfca^ b ialk^ Botber, Satan m bIu's btlier ■■. 

£. r«. 

0< Sa, |IhB( k «w «UA attacked men's nature, and brought it 
Into wUtilM wilk hw Umt Hid her offsgiring. 

E-Cltorfj. 

O. ThaniN* At Ibkvi willing to crush the poner of both ■, 
■wniiurt At HlMl Am attHked, kept it free from sin, and rescued 
It from SatonV povir, Far, dcatli being the penalty of unncrs, 
alter death had u^ln^j ariaad on a siuloui body. Ho 6rst of all rai»ea 
■gain that bodj, and Aea pranued release to tlioK tliat luul justly 
been death'i boodmea. 

£. " But do jou think it jurt, that the bodiea j****!/ Klren otar 
to deatli ehould ebare in remrrectjuii iritb that whieh bad been ud* 
justly detuned ?" 

0. And do yon think it juit,tliat when Adam brokethaoODiiiuid* 
ment, the race should follow the aocestur ? 

£. Even if tliey had not shared in that diaobcdieneei Jdt Omf had 
committed otlier uas, deserriug of death. 

O. But among tlie race were not linnen only, but jnM men, as 
prophets and apoHtlesi yet they all died^ 

E. Howcould they help dying, being of mortal parentage? Vbea 
Adam became a bther, he bad already nnued, and became mlyoct to 
deatli. 

■ Seehli lOtbontlon "da Prori- * Set the same Imagwyla hnu 
dentla," (Op. U. 07 1} lar a rhetorical dlse Loot, U. 7Sr ft. 
expuulon M tbli Idv in appllation 'I.e. Sin and Sataa. 
tu Satan. Cp. Oxenbam, Cath, Doc. ■ The Idea of ort|[iBal sla deea set 
irlae el the AtoaeoieDt, p. I US. app«ar In Ihli pawage. 
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218 Christ, as Second Adam, must be Man. 
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O. Yes, ** you have well shown why it is that we share in death. 
Let 08 apply it to the Resurrection, ** for the remedy must be con- 
sonant to the disease." As " in the condemnation of tiie head of the 
race, the race was also condemned : so when our Saviour took away 
the corse, our nature acquired its freedom.*' As we died b Adam, 
so we rise in Christ. 

E. ** Chorch doctrines must be stated with proofs, not by mere 
affirmation ^*' Does Scripture teach this ? 

O. (reads Rom. 5, 15 ff. 1 Cor. 15. 20 ff.) Observe here the com- 
parison of Adam witli Christ 4, — the disease " with tlie cure, the sin 
with the abundance of righteousness, the curse with the blessing, . . 
death with life, the man with the Man. Although Christ is not Man 
only, but God before the ages', yet Paul names Him from the 
nature He assumed. To it belong the justification, the combat, tiio 
victory, the Passion, the Death, tlie Resurrection: in it we ' imrtake,' 
with it those will reign who practise truth and the mode of life belong- 
ing to the Kingdom. Witii it, I mean, not as if I were separating 
firom it the Deity, but as referring to its properties." 
■.a E. But,*<HesparednotHisownSon." ^VhatSon? 

O. There is One Son of God, the Only-begotten, ** His own Son." 

E. He^ then, was ** given up." 

O. He was: but not without a body, as we have often admitted. 

£• We have often admitted tliat He took body and soul : but it 
was ** the Son" that was not spared. 
§• St. O. Isaac was *' ny^ spared ;" but was ho slain ? 

£• No, God forbade it, though Abraliam was willing. 

O. Then you do not take that passage according to tiic bare letter. 
So here, you should understand tlutt it was not the Godhead, but the 
flesh that was not spared. Was Abraham's sacrifice " a type of that 
which was offered for the world ?" 

E. No. I cannot take what is read as ** panegyric*" in churches 
to be a rule of doctrines. 

O. ^ You ooght to have followed Chorch doctors." But, how- 
roln ever, remember, Abraham saw Christ's day. 
^ E. **1 believe that type." 

O. ^ Compare it, then, with the reality. In both there is a father, 
and a beloved son carrying the material of the sacrifice. • • It b said 

' 'Avwlffwrurdr, •^ir kw94mmic&s» 145. 
That it. Scripture U the verifyiDg * I. e. by way of letting forth the 

authority for ond Church teadiinr. obedience or faith of an indiridual. 

4 On the Two Adams tee Cyril SceThcodoret, EpUt.l51,on •^pane- 
adv. Nett. UL 6 (PiiMy,p. 173.)and gyrical" knguage extolling the 
Aognstine de Peoc OrigiMli, e. S4. di nlty of the Virgin. Theodoret 

' ec^f vfMMdwf. 8o in Epitt. lomewbat evades tien. 29. 16. 
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Argument from 0. T. iymboUtm. 210 

thiC Iha tw arciiU li>ok j)l»ce on th« nmc liitl-iop * : anil llic nun- 
* hir •( Al ^a and iil(;liu ogrrcc, and tlic luWqucnt rcuirrecilun. 
Kr Ima «M otTcnd up, In liU fnllier'x puqioM, a« soon u t 
tHfK MMMl ttid wiiB Mvcd from death three day* after. AuA ti 
fm pnMMdi ilie fitrurc of a cra8«." A» ima^e ciutnot har« all 
tt* ydMi if ^« arclictyiH). Imuc and the ram, m syiuLoltziii; tlw 
AflMMi aC nature*, iiuit iho conditions of a tj\vii iiot m) an 
•Mg|M • ^fytwtatic icpnratiiMi, for none such cxiiH in tlic ai 
*n»t th« wiln of Godlicad aud Atauhood which wn Mscrt involvta 
«M ndhAM jieriuiiality ■ ; we tlilnk of tlic Solf-unic •* Loth God 
9mk Iba. tmk all tbu jirupertiea uf Godhead and uf Manhood < 
pnAoiil •( Ri« One l*cn>oii. As then tiie ram caiinut rcjireic 
l»ii, llicrc is a |mrtidon of tlie type : the ram rcpre 
I, Isaac hiiiisclf the resurrection. Consider ahw oiJicr 
) the Mosaic sBcrificesi e. (T. tlio Pasclial Umb> 
Uw nd Mfcv hurniol outnide the cninp, and 1I10 two goatii, on 
A^ of MmmKliii, one slain, one lot ^,— tvpical of the Maiilutod d^ A 
w4ora«0odl.cad. j^'l; 

B> If it BOt l>lai|iliiMDOiu( to C(>m|«rc tlic Lord to pMa^ g^l, 

O. N«, Kalrss it ho so to compare lliin to n serjicut, a worse 
cmtora Am a gont. 

E. Bat oir Iiord is rallied a Inmh, a slieep. 

O. Aa to Aat, I'nul calU Him "sin " and a "curM;" in whicli I*"-*- 
MpMt, He b the aiitiiy]>e uf the scqicnt and tlie goat. And lie (i^.j 
Aed for ibeep and KOats, tlic jn« and the unjust. 13- 

E. But If two goata are a tjft, tiitj aofgHt two Penona. 

U. One ipjat could not be a type at ouce of Godliead and of Uan- 
hood. See also ttio aacrifice in wtiicli one bird was alain, the other i?** ' 
dipt in tlie blood of the iUd bird aud let free. 

E. I cannot enter Into oliscun arfrnmenta. 

O. tVill you then blame Paul for his reference to Sarah and Hagar ? ^^ * 

E. Ten tlionsand more argumenti will not " persuade me to diftda 
the Passion !" The Angel auJ, " Sec the place where the Lord laj." B. Mat 

0. So, on enteriiig a church, we ask, " Who ia it that lie* In the 
shrine?" The answer is perhai**, Thomas', or John Baptistr, or 
Stephen*, or some other Saint: eren though there are but a nrjr 
few relics of the saint there preserved. No one supposes that tbs 
soul ia there I By "the Lord," tlie Angel meant His b«dy,r-iM>t 

■ cr. " Speaker'* Commentary." ■ See Sox. li. 16. Compare tat this 

■ 'Br wpirtmr UiaJpn-H. This IllustrstloD Theod. Gp. 130, where 
entirely utUfle* the requiremsots of he ^vet u Instance* tlie namea «f 
Cyril's iloctrlue. the martyr Julian, «r Rnnuias, ar 

■ B. g. at Rdessa. Sec Ir. 18. Tlmotliy ; and Ep. 144, u to the 
f See Sea. vU. SI. diardics of IHsnyslos and CasBtas. 



220 The Resurreciion was qf Chrisi's Body. 

ii<tt. His soul, nor Ub undrconiscribed Godhead. The Evmn^ifeUsts speak 

^ of Jesus* body as baried. We ourselres often say, ''So and so b 

buried here.** Scripture spealcs of Aaron and Samuel as buried. 

OT.li. Paul spealcs in the same sense when he says, " Christ died and 

was buried.** 

E. ** You have hit yourself with your own darts :'* he says ** Christ** 

O. You hare forgotten my long argument aBout bodies being 
called by the name of persons \ Why did Pkul write thus to the 
Corinthians? 

£• Because some had told them that there could be no resurrec- 
tion of bodies. 

O. Why then, to prove tliat there would be, did he adduce the 
Lord*s Raurrection ? 

£• Because it was sufficient to prore tliat we should all rise again. 

O. What then made His death like to ours, so that His Ilesurrec- 
tion should be an eridence of ours ? 

£• The Son of God died to destroy death S and rose again to pro- 
daim that men should rise. 

O. But between God and men, how vast tlie difference I 

B* But God the Word was like men in baring a body. 

O. It was His body, then, to which belonged death and Resurrec- 
tion. And this is the point of PauKs argument. " From what took 
pUice, he establishes what is future : by wliat is disbeliered, he ex- 
dudes what b beliered. If, he says, A seems impossible, then B is 
false. But if B b credible, then A b credible." He represents 
^» Christ as " the firstfruits ** of the resurrection, as the Second Adam, 
2il and therefore He says, " By man came abo the resurrection.** 

E. Is Christ, then, merely a man ? 

O. Away with the thought! but it was as Man, not as God, that 
He died and rose, and we shall rise '* with Him.*' 

E. No doubt, it was the body that died and rose again. The 
Apostle implies an " affinity o essence ** between the Risen One and 
oorselyes. Yet 1 cannot bear to hear Uie Passion ascribed to the 
human nature alone. I must think it right to say tiiat God the 
Word suffered in flesh. 

O. ** I hare often proved that what was immortal by nature could 
bj no means die. If then He died, He was not immortaL How 
perilous are blasphemous words I ** 

E. ** By nature He was immortal : but, having become man, He 

...I f — -1 ft 
suiierea. 

O. Then He underwent a change. But the essence of the Tri- 
w&tj b admitted to be immutable. 
• P. 190. ^ See Athan. c. ApoUia. U. 17. 
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S.7W««f<H'*CkifalNftnihlMik" invi»|MH»«grt^i!-**' 
<MtttWor4MlindfalBiAr *"*" 

O. Sariptara 4mi Ml n^ «». PiMr i^^ •■ Cbfat," 

B. IiMt-Chftat,*'tUBkyaB.€MlhaVor4r 

0. "Owiif iwam flw Wort ImmimH. Thapkni^'OadAM 
ir«ri,» k kMli; teMM dw W«4 M 7«t vlMUMta*." 

E. BMtirOa<liwWor<MbMo«faviB«n»ti,«Me>lMClHtiW 
tkn* b MddH >k«^ t^ I "M, b dM pkMi. •• Gti Iha WM 
nImllBiMlk" 

O. A t«7 ro iMloii attfpl I C iw H ar i Bariplw wgi OtJ *• . 
Toed b ftM CM d» htbar. 

E. Tna. 

O. TalkilHi^tbaBoljSptiklittnteftMiOtd. 

B. Gnoted. j 

a Andlt«IliOMld»W<it4"Oi4ir4vittn8Mk- J 

& ItdoM. ] 

O. It Bercroilli As Spirit M. J 

E. Nmr. 

O. rflttbaS^ilHhMHbczfamnfriMtCMdMFktiwr. 

E. Yefc "" 

O. ITonld joaA«fmtBntoeinHlMi*«8M?" 

E. BrnouMM. 

O. WbjMt? ■ ■ 

E. Beoow I do Mt M thb fbnm h 8«lptM«'. 

O. VimU yon na Him "baiMtM?* 

E. No. 

O. Why not? 

E. I do not find thia in Scripture. 

O. Wlwt than should we oil tliat which ia not begotten nor 
maiJe? 

E. Uncreated mhI unbegotten. 

O. The Spirit wu ndther begotten nor nude ; ii It not eo ? 

E. He wu neither beffotten nor made. 

O. Will you then call Him " wMbegottcn I " 

E. No. 

O. Why not? 

E. BecMiM I fwr to uy what Scripture doe* not taj. 

O. " Observe thii reTcrential aution, my good friend, in regard 
to the Panion also." Scripture never says, " God " suffered. 

• Tliii li aptloo) : the phrue, m tlie Fith«r [• the " mtij" Fatlicr. w 
tunl by Cjril, and iDdeed bj •• Kranit- the Bon li l]i« " only" Son, and thera. 
tea," proinmEi the Incaroation. ton the Holy Spirit eannot be another 

* Atbanailiu meets «a Arlan que*- Bon, or " bnMhW" of the San, ^ 
thw on tUa point by layinK that at ad Scrap, i. 16. 



222 Christ's Deity impassible. 

E. I do not My thit God the Word suffered apart from a body*. 

O. ** Yoa state the mode of sufferingr, not the impawibility.*' But 
who would say that Ptol's soul died in flesh'? Eren the souls of 
the wicked are impassible. How much more was the spotless soul 
oi our Saviour immortal ? 

E. All this long argrument b needless: I own that His soul was 
immortal. 

O. How then can you call the Word*s DiTine essence mortal, or 
say that the Word suffered ? 

E. He suffered impassibly. 
Im* O. These are absurd paradoxes*. It is said by Pkul, God ** only 
^^ hath immortality." 

E. Why then call souls immortal ? 

O. God is properly, essentially, immortal: otlier beings are so 
by His grant. Could the Immortal One suffer ? 
h- 1. E. After the Incarnation, I say. He ** tasted death.** 

O. But we before agreed that He was immutable. It is perilous 
for those who contend against impiety even to utter such worda as 
that He was changed from Tmng into dead. 

E. Cease to tax me with impie^. I say that the human, not the 
Divine nature suffered ; or rather tliat the Divine suffered with tite 
human ^. 

O. Do yott mean that it felt the pun of crucifixion ? 

E. Yes. 

O. But even a human soul does not feel corporeal pains. Or if 
we grant that it does tiius sympathise with the body, this does not 
prove that the Godhead is otiier than impassible ; for it is not joined 
to a body in pku^ of a soul K Do you admit that it assumed a soul ? 

E. I have often admitted it. 

O. A rational soul, too ? 

E. Certainly ^ 

O. It was then this soul which ** sympatliiscd " with the body of 
Christ. It was the body whicli was offered up, the soul that was 
Mm *" troubled.'' 

• Ccmpm Ath. c ApoIUn. ii. 14. ^ An Apollinarian notion; see Greg. 

Observe that Eranliites is not made to Nyss. Antirrhet. c. 5, on the ten. 

appeal to Acto 80. 88. deney of ApoHinaris' treatise *< on 

■ The cases are not imrRUel ; for the Dirine Incarnation " to represent 

whereu a linman soul, wiien separated the Dirinity of the Only-bej^^otten as 

from the body, goes Into Hades, the mortal, and the impassible nature as 

Difine Person of the Redeemer was dumf^ed so as to partake in snflTerhifc. 

present alike with His soal and body * As some Arians held, see c ApoU 

during the brief severance of the lin. 1. 15. 

** vital wiioB,'* as Tbeodoret adsdlts ^ Here the Eatychian is fiUriy re- 

fltftbcr on : and see p. 139. presented as dlsowninfc the charactcr- 

f Lit. ««ridicaloui riddles." ktic doctrine of ApoUhiaris. 



"^ 



wm 



The Passion belonged to His Body. 223 

E. Where doei the Lord show that His body wu offered I Are 
you going to adduce the oft quoted *' Destroy this temple, &c. ? " 8. Joka 

O. If you dislike tlie Divine words, why not erase them after the ^ ^^ 
example of Marcion * ? But if this seems to you too audacious, do 
not moclc at them, but follow the A|KWtle8 who beliered them in the 
sense stated. 

fi. Can you prove your point ? 

O. Manna is compared to the true Food. lb. C 31 

£. I remember the text. 

O. It is added, '* The bread is My flesh.'' lb. C 5U 

E. One instance is not enough. 

O. You are unreasonable : the Ethiopian was content with one Acts 8. 
text. But, when He ate the Paschal supper, Christ showed wliat ^^ 
that was to which the typical lamb pointed; what was the "'body" 
of which it was the ** shadow." 

E. I Icnow that narrative. 

O. Remember, then, what He took, — and what he called it. 

E. " On account of tlie uninitiated, I will s|)cak with some re* 
serve.*' (repeats the words of Institution, in substance.) 

O. Here, in " exhibiting the type of His Passion," He did noi 
mention His Divinity, but His Body and Blood". 

E. True. 

O. *' Body, therefore, it was tliat was crucified." 

E. So it seems. 

O. When, after His Resurrection He entered where the doors 
were shut, how did He remove their fear ? 

E. He said, '* Behold My hands and My feet" S. Luke* 

O. It was the body then, which He showed, and therefore wliich *'*''^' 
had risen. 

E. Clearly. 

O. That which Imd risen was that which had died on the cross ? 

E. Certainly. 

O. It was, then, the body that suffered. 

E. ** The chain of argument compels one to say so," 

O. Jjook at it in another way also. What did the " first of apos« 
ties " say in his sermon, after the descent of the Holy Spirit ? 

E. He adduced the ])romises made to David, and liis predictive Acts S. 
words, " Thou wilt not leave my soul in Hades," ficc. ^ ff- 

O. Resurrection, then, belongs to flesh and soul. 

* Marcion did not recopfnise any into tlic nature of a body, it would be 

(ioftpel save an abbreviated form of reasonable to answer that Christ did 

3. liuke's, not say, " This is My Godhead :" adv. 

■ C)Til owns that if any one was to Nest. iv. 7. 
say that the Word had been changed 
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224 Chriii suffered in HU Manhood. 

E. How could A atne person talk of resorreedon of a muI that 
nerer could die ? 

O. Lately you ascribed death to God: now you are suddenly 
become so ** sane,*' that you will not ascribe resurrection to soul. 

E. Because that which can rise must be that which has fallen ■• 

O. But body does not rise without soul : see the case of Laxanis. 

E. That is clear. 
Uf O. So too Ezekiel saw the souls return to their own bodies. 
^* E.True. 

O. The Lord^s body then, was not corrupted, but on the Uiird day 
regained its own soul. 

£• Granted. 

O. Does Passion belong to the things to which death belongs ? 

E. Certainly. 

O. Did not Peter and Darid speak both of soul and body ? 

E. Yes. 

O. ** It was not, then, the Godhead which died, but the body, by 
being serered from the soul.** 

E. ** For my part I cannot endure this absurd language." 

O. ** You are attacking your own words.*' 

E. ** You wrong me altogether : not one of those words is mine." 

O. If you ask a man what Is that animal which is both rational 
and mortal, and he answers, ** Man," wliich of them Is it that inter- 
prets the word ? 

E. He who answers. 

O. I was right then ; these sayings are yours, by your assent. 
CSsr. t. E. Well, now / will ask, what of the text about *' crucifying the 
^ Lord of glory ® ? " It says notliing of body or soul. 

O. On that showing, you ought not to add ^in flesh" when 
exphdning It. 

E. No, it was *'in flesh " that He suffered : the incorporeal nature 
of itself could not suffer. 

O. But one must not add to Ptol's words. 

E. But one may explain wlutt his purport InToWes. 

O. Provided, then, that we do not add to Scripture, there Is no- 
thing wrong in unfolding its purport. 

E. Nothing. 
let 1* O. Then let us Inquire together: — as to "James the Lord's bro- 
ther ;" — ^was he brother of the Godhead or the Manhood ? 

E. I will not have the united natures divided. 

. ■ 8o Pearsoo, on the Creed, i. adr. Tbeod. IS. See on Athan. Ep. 
MS. Theodoret It entire. to Max. 1. 

• ated agahitt Theodocet by Cyril, 
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Btm**ti» Lat4 of glory wa» erueified." 
O. Tm ln« ift« mmtgk dlvMed them p. Do /ou col 

WM " <M|r4itMn an r 

a Aai (Mr-kwMM Bbiim '• only ? " 
B.T«. 
. 0> Aai «to h Oijf l<mun otnnot have > brother. 
B. JStmmm, 
0. Thn Mm Oi^T B"* *nn<it '"ive s Lrotlier; therefore Jkmei I 

& B«lthaIjorilnlftte(ly,— Kotlmt Scri|)iiiro K|>Mkii of utlie^ i 
ywfllM h Bfal thn Am* whicli Iwlung to Godlitiad. Jaroe* wu 
Hb UaMHM MaorOv to Iteti. 

O. Ag^ JFM falntaM Ac " <livl«ion," which yow ccnmrc. 

& II «M MOHlHTi la «Rlcr to csinllish the rt'lalloniiliiii. 

O. Tbai i» Ml hlOM ai fur doing tlie like. 

& Tm an ti^Bf to aradn the point. 

0^ NolllaUt !>■ MHliig to il. Coiwiiler: JnmeR, yvu uy, 
WM WMtar weoriUn to Sadi only. Apply to the Powiian the rat* 
vhkh fM Utow M to nhtioitsliiii* ; illstln^'uiiili iii tlia one csmt. 
M talha«Aar. "I MoMievotliat tlie Crucified One ix Urd of 
gisiy. FWlhabAd^eratUM wu nut thM uf a common man, but 
. oTllw Lonl af glofjrt." But "the union makes tlie names e 
■M.** Toa Mm that Hb ficih was not from heaven, but from 
Harj*r 

B. Ido. 

O. IThj, then, did He wkj, "the Son oT Man ueendlag' up 8. Mm 
when He was before," or "the Son of Man who li in beatren?" ' », ■ i' 

E. That '» Hpoken, not of the fleiih. but of tlie Godhead. 

0. But the Godhead il from God the Father: wbj then b H* 
here called Son of Man i 

E. "Thepropertiea of the natures belong alike to the Pemn*. 
On account of die anion, the Sclf-wme la Son of Man and Son of 
God Son of DaTid and l^rd of Darid." 

O. Quite right. But It b also true, that the Gommunity of Munes 
InToWes no conftiMon of natures. We have therefore to eondder bow 
He is Son of God and also Son of Man. Tie Godliead it was, you 
say, that descended from heaven t and it is ailed Son of Man be- 
cause of the union. So too, the flesh was cnidGed : but the God- 
head was never separated from flesh, dther on the Craes or In the 

'I.e. "divided enongh brmyMr- ' A* afalut tlie oplnka if nne 
pOM, bydtitiojrnicUiig bctweeo tbelr foUowen at ApvlliiMiiii lee abora^ 
properties." p, BO; eonp. p. 47. 

« BsacUr irbrt Cyril wmM have • Kwri t«S n*r<fn« Whm. Bes 
said. ^m. '^^ 
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226 Various authorities cited 

lepulcbreS while it never felt Buffering, being iropasable. So '* the 
Lord of gioiy was crucified : " the name of Uie imiNuisiblo nature is 
ascribed to the passible, because it was called the body of the latter. 
The Tory text shows it. The ^ princes " crucified the nature which 
thej IcneWy not that of which tiiey knew noUiing ■. 

E. Thb seems probable. But the Nicene Fathers say that ** Very 
God ** suffered. 

O. You lia?e forgotten what you have often admitted, that after 
the union, Scripture ascribes both the lofty and tlic lowly (attributes) 
to one Person. And the Nicene Creed had prefixed " was incarnate, 
and made man " to *' suffered.*' 

E. But they said that ** the Son '* who was <* from the Father^s 
essence *' suffered and was crucified. 

O. I have often said that what b Divine and what is human be- 
long alike to the one Person. Accordingly, the Fatlicrs, intending to 
tribute both Divinity and Humanity' to the one Person, used the 
word ^ Christy** which takes in botli ; yet we still distinguish what 
belongs to one nature from what belongs to the other : e. g. the cx- 
presdons, **from tlie Fatlier's essence,** **very God from very God,** 
•nd'** ooessential,** refer to the Godhead, do they not ? 

E. Clearly so. 

O. Simihurly tlien, the Passion must be attributed to the humanity, 
not to the Divinity. And tlte anathemas at tlio end of the Creed in- 
volve tlie Divine impassibility 7. 

E. lliey were tlien speaking of change. 

O. Is not Ptouon ** change ? " If i^ter tlic Incarnation lie suf- 
fered. He was certainly " clianged.** Such an idea the Fathers cast 
out and cut off. I will show you other Fathers who tliought so. 

E. I shall be ytrf glad to hear their doctrines. 

O. (cites sixteen writers, Ignatius, Irensus, Hippolytus, Eusta- 
thius, Athanattus [Ep. Epict. 2, 6, 10. Serm. Major, 2, 3, 4, and 
another passage ; de Incam. et c Ari. 2; de Incam. Verbi, 9, 20], 
Damasus, Ambrose, Basil, Gregory Nananzen, Gregory Nyssen, Am- 
philochius, Flarian, Theophilus, Geksius of Cssarea, Chrysostom, 
Severianus : then observes that) Easterns and Westerns, Nortlierhs 
and Southerns, Greeks and Latins, agree in affirming tlie imiMSsi- 
bility of the Divine nature. 

E. I admire thdr agreement, but I see what a broad distinction 
they draw* ' 

• See on 8. Ath. e. ApoU. iL 14. t He ignom the <* Coimtantinopo- 

■ Bat on thb ihowing, the phrase, litan ** recension of tli« Cmwl, even as 
«* God the Word fuffered hi flesh,** hb party liad done in 431, Manti, iv. 
b quite as Justifiable. 1376. So C}TiI, adr. Nist. i. 8. See 

■ 9%9hMyimf^K99fdmu Luniby, Ilbt. of Crccib, p. 77. 
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>r tie h^iiOiHtf rf ChdIkMi. tU 



O. D»MllMMur|Mtodaltiuils NMliiMiafdmlOMCitraaM 
to attodMfa HMlHUiidMMi imU % bImI Into ab ODDorito ^mrllmi 
■liar Hmj tto il f^ovliif craolnd^ Boll will footo ApoUlMtfis 
Uanilfts "ip*«»^»<*>ry Ifrt lMi[iawimitT of dM Mfiae nttora^ aad 
fwlrifltliy tiM Vmkm to iIm bo^y. (RoMb stfinl paHi^pet fiwi 
dM **GM|iiHBBa,* to liM dbol tiuil Um Lonl It Ml '*dreni. 
terlbad* Iqr Hit lurfoa wMi Um body,— tel wbat lott tpb wm 
iIm bdfy, tluil fai tiio tdMi^t of Hit bodj Hit powtr mdatd lit 
own lapowMBty, fro.) 

S. I am tnrprind* tad tditaod to tUnk dttl m j 0|iUom tm 
MOfO oUtotfootUt iImui Ut horatf* 

O. I win pfodooo taoAtr witottt firoti t dliBml ktad of htfw^ 
tfflti BiMHiWiif of KtMit fittr LrtttBi 
T B. I lyMPt sol wMi toow of Ut wiWi«% aad CMiAd 1^ 
Ariul^ 

O. Ho watt b«l wliQo dt^ffa^ IIm ooo^at%, Im ftrlt iIm 
Dlvinilf of Iho Son (wImnb Im r^gardt at lafMrlor), to Im laipfiMoi 
aad tK thit optaioa lio wohI UutN^ BMny .oonlttla. (Bo loadt 
ftoM BottUot of Bomml) 

B. I adndfo tiM msuS Ihoaghit and oonetptioiit. 

. O* I>o 70a IhoB fanhato tiM boot, aad tttckboBoy of Inio doetriao 
wtfiii dM mcadowt of 8oriptart» aad Ibo flowtn of IIm Fttbonu 
WboB yott ind toi o tbl f good for maldof honejr b tadi bad 
iMrbago at iImI of Aponiaarit or Eutoblnt, aiakt uto of ll» aad patt 
Ofor wbalb aoxkmt. lUe njr firiondtjr adflees— b«l If you wfll 
not, I ahtll sty with Pftul, *" I am dean.** Acts 18. 

■ lit. " they not only raisD it vp to nntil bit deatli, wliick b datM bcfons 

the ri^lit itJUKlard (icaWra) bnt eren tlie end of tlSU. Jerume ujn lie wm 

bend it in the opposite dbrection, be- a *' penon of fn^iccful and oratorical 

yond what b •traight.'* ability, who wrote numberleu books 

• 80c. IL 0. 80s. iii. 6. Jerome de of a tort to win popular appbsM!, 

Vir. lllottr. 91. He refused to be which are eagerly read by woukU 

the Arian bbhop of Alexandria, and be decbiniers— such as hb treatiies 

GrefTory of Cappadoda was elected in agaUist Jews, Ileatliens, Noratians, 

hb place. Bnt he accepted the see of &c, and to the Oabtlani, and many 

BmcM, and after oreroominK the sos- sliort homilies on the Oospeb." Ci. 

pidon of magical practices, held It Diet. Chr. Siogr. U. tSS. 
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jthrakam and Iitae, 218. 

JcacioMs, the, 22, 06. 

Acmelu9 of Beroet, 170. 

Aeaehu of Melitene, 172. 

Atlam, fall of, 36, 02, 123. 

Adam, «• tbe Second/' 03, 120, 218. 

** Ad9ttttc€ in virtae,^' Chriit doC Son of 

God by, 108. 
Adelpkius, bishop of Onuphis, 61. 
Adoptiom , Chrirt not Son of God by, 29, 

yu 

Atiilu, 30, 85. 

AffotkodMWMm, biahop, 14. 

Agapettu, deacon, l4 

AgaikuM, bishopf 14. 

AUjNUMUr of llierapolia, nltnuNeato- 
nan, 170, 175. 

Alexandria, Coimcil of, 1. 

Arnhme, 8., quoted, 46, 53, 78i 80, 00, 
00,07. 

immaalmt, bishop, 14. 

Aaaloiiut, bishop, 13. 

AiHttkewuitUwum Articles of Cyril, the, 
157. 

Andrew, bishop of Anenois, 14. 

Andrew, bishop of Samosata, opposed to 
Cyril, 168, 170. 

Angels, cannot see Divine essence, 184: 
some transffressed, 36. 

Anointing of Christ, 118. 

AnameeanM, the. 28, 35, 1 13. 

'* Anomoion,'* the, 22. 

Amtioekene school, tendency of, 150, 
165. 

Anlioek, coundb oC, 6, 40, 113. 

Apoilinarianism, 14* 16, 43, 78: propo- 
sitions of, 84 : injurious to vital Chris- 
tianity, 81, 88, 113. 

ApoiUnaris, oishop, 2, 78: origin of his 
errors, 70: admissions by, 138, 200, 
227 : other language of, quoted, 11, 47, 
70, 87, 120. 

" Appreipriatiem** of human conditioni 
by the Son, 137, 162, 173. 

Apikkariodoceta, the, 56. 

Areadia, 165. 

Ariane, opinions of, 10, 31 : their wor- 
ship of the Son idolatrous in principle, 
63, 70, 155: because they deem His 
Godhead merely tituUr, 33, llOi 
deny an animal soul to exist in Christ, 
108, 106, 110, 101 : called ** Ariona- 
■iac%" 4, 00^ 71 : sections of, 35. 



AriminuM. Council of, 25, 28, 37, 88. 

AriemoH, denied Christ's Divmity, 101, 

Atcention of Christ, 01. 

Aeeoeiation, Nestonan idea of an, 64. 

AuumptioH of flesh, by the Woird, 55, 
181, 107. 

Asterius, Arian, 31. 

Atterint, bbhop, 13. 

Aikanasius, S. brave fidelity of, 17 f 
theological greatness and comprehen- 
siveness of, 148: oonsiderateuess of, 
10. 77 : Cyril professes to follow ab- 
solutely, 173 : otlier writinn ot, 
quoted, 0, 10, 12, 15, 18, 20, 22,32, 
35, 36, 37, 41, 42, 52, 71, 77, 01, 102, 
108, 112, 113, 118, 121, 104, 106, 221. 

Attempts of heretics to go beyond what 

- is revealed, 141. 

Augustine, S., quoted, 37, 80, 06, 118. 

Auxentins, Arian bishop, 2^1, 23,40, 45. 



Basil, S. quoted, 10, 18, 10, 22, 37, 80, 
50,54,78,81,84,115,163. 

2?a«j/ofSeleucia,108. 

Basilides.a, 10. 

Birth of Christ, supernatural, 74. 

Blood of Christ effectual for salvation, 
108. 

Bodff of Christ, not coessential with 
Godhead, 40: the **body of God," &1, 
07,111, 135: "of the Word," 52, 74, 
01, 137 : importance of, in regard to 
our salvation, 66 : a temple of God, 
60 : naturally mortal, 56 : not " cor- 
rupted," 10*: Apollinarians dislikt 
to acknowledge, 07 : to Eutychians, 
186: indescribable gloiy of, 115: 
shown as real after resurrection, 52, 
205. 

British Church, orthodox, 20. 



Cuius, Arian bishop, 45. 
Calemerus, deacon, 14. 



Captious questions put by Apollinarians, 

brXr 
Celestine, Pope, on Nestorius's position. 



as by Arians, 140. 



155. 
Chaleedoa, Council of, quoted, 08, 106, 

171. 
Change, created beinn sulitiect to. 86: 

impossible for the Word to undergo. 
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<^ir*>Vi 8., of Nasiaomiy quoted, 10, 
11,69, 67,63,84, 86,90,01,0s, W, 
106, 108, 1S8. 

Ortgtrw, S., of Njm, quoted, OS, 00, 
108^ 111, 198, 188^ 128. 

H 

BiiJeM, toule detained in. 181, 128: ro- 

leMcd from, 180: Chnit went into by 

Hit soul. 111, 138. 
«* Hearemly ifm," bow Chriit U. 137. 
** HeavnlwMind," true senie of. 103. 
Hthnwi, EpitUe to, escribed to S. Paul, 

80, 61, 8& 184. 
JitremmiMtf oeaoon, 13. 
Jierety, downward couree of^ 68. 
Nienu, presbyter, 71. 
High Prteti, God the Word became our, 

as Man. 126, 166: Christ a, after the 

order of Melchisedcc, 104. 
Jiiinrw, 8. quoted, 10, 18, 20, 82, 26, 

68,78, 76, 08, 108, 114, 140. 
Boijf Spirii, the. uncreated, 0^ 16: Di- 

vmity oC implied in the original Ni- 

eene Creed, 41: JioC operating on 

Christ ab extra, 166: Cynl and Theo- 

dorrt on procession of, 166 1 not a 

Son, nor bq^otten. 221. 
" ^eMMeM,** sense or the, 22, 36. 
** //miWmmIm." the, 10. 
** /feMOMMJow.*^ sense of the, 10, 22, 37, 

80: why adopted at Nicca, 33, 06. 
Hmmtmitp, in entireness, fallen and re> 

stored, 00, 106: why ApoHinaris de- 

m'ed that Christ took the whole of, 

86. 
^UwpMUitU,'* use of the word, 7—10, 

16, 21, 30. 100, 176, 179. 
Uppmuak Umimt, doctrine of the^ 160. 



tku, bishop of Edessa, a Nestorianiser, 

176. 
ijmaibu, 8. 163. 188. 
/suTM of the Father, the Son called, 

Imaget of the Emperor, 103. 
Imiuui^m, Apollinarian theory o( 86, 

113. 
Imp9t9ibi€ to God, some things, lecmse 

Ueisall.perfect,813. 
** /» two natures," 108. 
ImearutUm, doctrine of the, 113, 122, 

162. firtnally denied by Nestorius, 

163. 
^'/mfim" Christians, 26. , 
lmirmitie$t human, ielt hy our Lord at 

Man, 216. 
^ lutinmeuitUf' Apollinarian use 0^ 

84. 
Immtrd omin. the soul is the^ 103. 
/reiMnis, bishop of Tyrs^ a Nestorianiser , 

178. 
irtiknt^ S. quoted, 907. 
/sMTfo, CovBcil in, (Selencian) 40. 



Jerome, S. quoted, 28, 78, 227. 
Jokm, bishop of Antioch, 167, 173. 
Jmrimih letter of, to Athanasius, 17. 



Knowledge, pretence of, among Gnos« 
tics, 141. 



Lax quotation, specimens of, 62. 126. 
Lazarut, raised up by Christ the God* •' 

Man, 11, 76. 
Leo the Great, S. quoted, 2, 13, 73, 76» 

178, 180, 187, 105, 197, 100, 202, 216. 
Leontiui, 79, 80, 87, 80, 106, 174, 186. 
Hkeneu of the Son to the rather, not 

merely moral, 35. 
Logic, numan, relied on by hcrestics, 

81. 
Logomachy, to be avoided, 21, 78. 
Lucifer, bishop of Caliaris, 2, 3, 13, 16. 

M 

Macedonian heresy, the, 6. 
Mtaeroetick creed, the, 26, 108, 126. 
Magi, Christ adored bv, 76. 
Man, Apollinariaos loth to own Christ to 

be. 97: and Eutychians, 100: He 

will be for ever, 118. 
Mau'worskipping, imputed by Apollin- 

arions to Catholics, G3, 120. 
Manhood, of Christ, distinct from His 

Godhead, aiid so recognised by Cyril, 

IGO : not absorbed, 204. 
Manicheitm, 10, 66, 76, 87, 101, 106, 

116, 110, 125, 141, 101. 
Marcetlianitm, 0, 60. 
Marcion, 62, 101, 112, 110, 121, 126, 

132, 141. 
Marina, 166. 

Manut Mercator, 107, 164, 160, 160. 
Mark, bishop, 14. 
Mark, another, bishop, 14. 
Mar^, the B. V., office of, as to the In- 

carnation, 47, 60, 76: called "God's 

Mother,** 87, 101, 171, 178: Ever-Vir^ 

gin, 88. 
Materiatitinjg phrases, applied by Ariani 

to Catholic doctrine. 114. 
MazimuM, Christian pnilosopher, 78, 
Maximui, deacon, 14. 
Mediator, how Christ the, 108. 
Melehieedec, 103. 
Memory, sample of a quotation from, 

91. 
Men of all classes united in Christ. 

187. 
Menander, 191. 
Menat, bishop, 14. 
Messianic sense of Psalms, 186. 
Milan, church of, 40. 
Mind, fhe human, primarily involved in 
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W«<lL lit Itfi wfcbMU faMM« 
■ayrtitew^mi I iillliHlit i\ 



' PtrfttU, 1*9," olycclioa 



N-itisili/, iho, mt, SI ; supcnulunl, 

"Nalurnl," how upplicd to ChriK'i 

Mnh >nit dMith, 93. 
" nictaUa," ujcd for ihe " law of .in," 

IfHitrlanltm, II, 43. 1S3. 

Nnleriiu, uiMhimatiniii trf. ISOj Mr- 
inaiUDf.CS,U3. 

KM, in Thnuw, Arian cn»d of, -10. 113. 

Nieeme Couadl, occAnon of tho, S7, 

Jnerw Cncd, the tmt ef, 10 ; inviola- 
bla and anffidonl. 7. IS. TI ■■ «pie- i 
■onli lh« faith of primitira aainu, 19. 
38i gtocndly acMplol, SO : cxpyned 



ta,7V,8S, 

IKl. 
PirManUlu of ChritI, uiwlc, II, 4Si 

I)i«iae,'ltU,S£,a7. 109. laU. 
Priemtn, Apollinarian. 83. 174. 
PMaliHMt, hittaj of, 10, 16, GO, 1 13, 
" Pait," litia at, I*. 
" PnleKWi," Mamohcan mjlli about 

ttao, 125. 
ProeciiiM aflha Holy Spirit. 1(16. 
PriKlHt, quoMd, lia. Ul, 140, 181, 183, 

311. 
" Priie'iplt" onf. of ih* GodlioJ, 9. 
Prtrnlu:!!, relation of tlio Word lo, tt. 

47. 58. 71. 
Pnptrliti, DiTineandhiinuninChrial, 

■*-■■■—■ — t allacbrd to Hia ow Pet. 



luunct. TM al 
on, 59, m. t 



230. 



SreondtMiM, the, of God to man, 

Ridimiilian, cfTcclcd bj Chriit. 1 

implica a Divine Redeemer, 1711, 

JUmrrtelian of Chtiil, how a mr 

JtfHHhn, i'onniilaiy ot the, 171. 
Aeivrmn, miiguided, in hentica, 

05, 185, 103, 
RActartw, 00. 



- OU Ofy,- In ABdMh, MdMlWk a- 

bMMaaaaBbMln,L 
"Omt adontiaH,' BB^ UL 
'Out fuMrMj* Mfirf, of Ood lh« 

Woid,' explained, 174. 
" Oni Haliirt after tha UiuoD," Butr- 

Chian phraie, ltl8L MutiiuiiiiM, d, h, ii», iw, mi. 

Ovwu of ChriiL admEUed bj Iho *«Ti*;«, of Chnrt, «L7S, 113. 

" Eaalema," Iftl, and by Thaodont, -laini*. relation of tho Wort to. 10, 

178, 1B9. "•■>-. v.. — . r. .1. !._ <i,n 

" 0;wralj«, Theandric," SOO. 
Orlgn, quoted, 03, SIS. 
Onr-i^img deprecated, IDS. 
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Ailcliiflalm, e, g, lU, 130, 101. 



.'d En ehurchea, 310. 

Sariita, Couneil of, tiuaei no m 
Satat, author of an, 100, ItJ. 
Smioir, a, muit b« Divine, 70, 



Pafhhutiui, biihop, 14. 

"Paradua of tha iDcaraatioD," 63. 

Pa/lt, Council of, 24. 

Paichal queKion, the, 37- 

Pauln of Chriat, affieadoaa through 

Hia Divinity, 7G, 
Patriareh; Ihe Jewiih, 187. 
Paid, biahop of Emeta, 171. 
Paul of Sarooaata, hacMj ef, 6, 0, 76, 

110, 141. 
Posfiinu of AnUoeh, fii piofaaaMD of 

faith by, 13. 
PeMWnln., 117. 
Ptffirl. Godhead and Haubood in 

Ubiiat, 108. 



Serlptuti, elearlr aupporta Catholia 
fkilh, 18: dledaa TorifriatUillSi 
Rading 0^ neoeaaacT, lOG. 

Swmi.AriiBu,a,»lt. 

" Shtpkiri," the, quoted, 33. 

Jtnini UagMS, IDI. 

SifplltUn of Divine natan, tS. 

Sim, not part of man'a orinnal natan, 
106: how introdneed, 12$) wholly ab. 
aenl thmi Chriit, 03, 100, 139. 

Sinmhiu, aiMda of, 16, IS, 40, 110. 

AerMH, quotad, 10. 

Sm rf Olid, Chriit tha genuina, IS, 
SO I and inn parablfl fnm the Father 
Bi to Godhead, 71. 118 : in bcocmiag 
Man, ewitiiiued to be God, 118. 

Smukip, reality of the DMoe, (ba «pv 
tioaatiaaue,3a,8e. 
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^Mtmif described at single, not double, 
lOS, 189, 203: and flesh, in man, 

* comparison drawn from, 161, SOI: 
man sometimes called, 1 00 : a rational, 
ascribed to Christ in Scripture, 107, 
140: but not as preexistent, 66. 

SnmHen, quoted, 7v» Ift^* 
« SpirUr need for Godhead, 01. 
Smeeemtms, Cyril's letters to, 161, 174 
Stfferhg, pndicable of Goid the Word 

• as Man, 160, 810 : impossible for Him 
as God, tt. 09, 810, 214 : ascribed by 
Arians to Hu " Godhead," 182. 

JSulpicims Severus, 20. 

i^yaMlrai, in the Old Testament. 810. 

t Mj/mwmt k j /t human, of our Loro, 182, 



TrouUtt felt by Christ's soul, 80, 107. 
**Tufo Naiuret*' not equivalent to 

••Two Sons," 201. 
*• Two SoHs,** dischumed by Theodoret, 

182. 
'• Tupest** relation of to archetypes or 
-^ • • 198. 
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" Uniw," the personal, identified with 
the Incarnation, 197: indissoluble, 
111, 117, 122, 186. 

Unitjf, to be promoted among those who 
are really agreed in faith, 12, 

Vrtaeiut, Arian bishop, 28, 28^ 40. 



Temptatim of Christ, the, 127. 

Theodwrt, of Mopsuestia, 160, 163, 164, 

. 176,178,186,188. 

[Tkeodoret, career of, 140 : atUcks Cyril's 
>rticles, 168: pioculiar position of, 
after the Reunion, 176 : attacked by 
Eutychian party, 177: professes his 
Iwliefin the oneness of Christy 60, 178: 
Dialogues of, 177 s other writings of, 
quoted, 17, 60, 70, 166, 180, 182, 186, 
188, 198, 206, 211, 218, 214, 816. 

'TkemlMiMS lU 173, 176. 

Tkeodoims, denied Christ's DiTinity, 

' 191. 

Tke^tmiet, in the Old Testament, not 
" 'of the Divine 



184. 
^Tkfopkilms, quoted, 92. 
*• TketpkorMj" sense of, 168. 
^ TkeoiocMt the title, true sense of, 87» 

160: assailed by Nestorians, 161. 
Tkomms, 8. confession of, 68, 74. 
IVwfillsN, 62, 67, 118, 116. 
Timotkg, ApoUiiiarian, 81, 80. 
«lW«il», the Holy, one Godhead in, 22, 

67x111 one Godhead. 16: coesscntial, 
• 85s p«fcct and undiTided, 66. 



Falrtu, Arian bishop of Mursa, 28, 24, 

28,40. 
Valentinm, Gnostic, 6, 62, 00, 182,141. 
^(s/en/Miur, ApoUinarian, 80. 
yaierian, Cynl's letter to, 161, 174. 
yeil, Christ^s flesh a, for His Godhead, 

181. 
yimeent of Lerius, 171. 
rilali«, 11, 81,82. 
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JVaier and blood, from Christ's side, 
111. 

mil of Christ, His sufTerinn depcn. 
dent on. 02, 100: in what sense 
restricted by Athanasius to Hu God- 
head, 128. 

Word, the, identical with the Son, 60 : 
Maker of the uniTcrse 81, 08 : became 
Man, 118. 

Wortkiptdut to the Son as Incarnate, 

. 64 : offered to Christ as to Ono Divine 
Fcnon, 69, 91, 164. 
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xzinlG 218 

x1tu27 190 
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ui.17 25 
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nv.51 210 
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b.2i 133 
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iz.18 214 
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PAROCHIAL SBRMOin,T«LL 

PABOCHIAL 8BRM 0M8» V«L IL Mi 

PAROCHIAL tBRMONik ▼«!. UL BmWI 

PAROCHIAL SBRMONflii Piriiiiiii «• VMw 

NBir VOLUMB, Utttfu^km. 

VNIVBRSnT •BRaf01i8»?«L L I845-I8SI. mtk IMhab 

UNiyRRSITT aBRHONBkVol.II. 18B0— 1S71. WOlVuIim. 

mnvBRamr tBRiiOMB. v«l in. imt—im. m* • 

8tnMii It Iht MiiiMr cf Ktbb OqHmm Clwpdl, ISTVL 

UnnSN 8BRM0M8. I8S8—I94. 

WRM0N8 m BiawmiMi wid Awwtom «f Mh. Pwiiiniii 
S.8witw\LMifc I84S. WtkVnltm MBihte. 

ADDRBB8B8 «ii tiM li«f« «f Oo» wd «r Jnw Ibr 8o«b aai lk« 

BiMMdMli tt iBdrOMiOB fMT TiMBk Ml ThoMMri. 9f* M> 

COMlfBNTARr w Oe MINOR PROPHBIV» vidi Ilufcu 
tfoM M tha Sannl Booli> I VokuM. 41*. M lit, #£ 

LBCTURB m DAKIBL THE PBOPHBT. All UL M^«dL 

The DOCTRINB «r HOLT BAPTISM. Ci. 

The DOCTRINE of the RBAL PRESENCE. 1855. 7f. M. 

Tlie REAL PRESENCE the DOCTRINE of the English 
Church. 2nd Edition. 1857. 6s. 

WHAT IS OF FAITH AS TO EVERLASTING PUNISH- 
MENT? 3f.6<f. 

UNLAW in Judgements of the Judicial Committee and its 
Remedies. 2ud Edition. With an Appendix. 6i. 

A LETTER on the CUuse *< AND THE SON,** in the Nlccne 
Creed. 1876. 3f . 6</. 

HABITUAL CONFESSION not DISCOURAGED by the 
Resolution accepted by the Lambeth Conference. 1878. 6dL 

CORRECTION of some CRITICISMS on the 'MANUAL 
for CONFESSORS.' 1870. Ocf. 

ADVICE ON HEARING CONFESSION. Revised EdUaon. 
With Preface. 6f. 
PREFACE separately, (in wrapper,) 2$. 64. 

TRACT XC. On certain P^Msages in the XXXIX Articles. U.Qd. 






Dr. PUSEVS «• DEVOTIONAL SERIES.'' 



AVRILfiON^ GUIDE for PASSING ADVENT HOLILY. 

AVRILLON'S GUIDE for PASSING LENT HOLILY* 

AVRILLON'S YEAR of AFFECTIONS. 

NOUETS LIFE of JESUS CHRIST in GLORY. 

a ANSELM'S MEDITATIONS and select PRAYERS. 

The above^ 5f . each. 

SURIN^ FOUNDATIONS of the SPIRITUAL LIFE. 

Tbe SUFFERINGS of JESUS. In Two Puts, 3f. ed. each. 

The SPIRITUAL COMBAT. 2$. 6d. 

n n Cheap Edition, in wrapper, Od. 

n n n n limp doth, If. 

PARADISE for the CHRISTIAN SOUIi. By HORST. Of. G</. 

DEVOUT COMMUNION. 1«. Fnm ** ike ParadUe/* 

LITANIES in the words of Holy Scripture. 6d. 

ADVENT READINGS fix>m the FATHERS. 2«. 

LENT READINGS from the FATHERS. 3f. 6d. 

If EDrrATIONS on THE GOSPELS. 4 rols. In Preparaiian. 



NEW AND CHEAPER ISSXJE 

o? 

THE LIBRARY OP THE FATHERS 

OF THE HOLY CATHOLIC CHURCH, 
ANTERIOR TO THE DIVISION OF THE EAST AND WEST. 
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NSW AUD OBSAFBB USOS 

mr 

THE LIBRARY OF THE FATHERS 

or TBI HOLT UIHOUC CHinGH, 

umioE TO TBI snuHn or m un u» tiiR 
IVwfaM If Jbabn ^tb BviU OhnL 



The work noratlj w o o wwd in tlie Sjriu tmu- 

S. AUGUSTINE'S CONFESSIONS, with notei 

CoDtkiDing hii mtIj liA and oonrsiion. Ths nota* 
illiutnte the CoafeMion* bom S.Auguetine himaelf. 

SERMONS ON THE NEW TES- 



TAMENT. StoU 

Qew and thonghtfti] eapodtione of Holj Soiptare 
to the poor of Hippo, with ihetocieal ikill in fixing 
their kttentioa. 

HOMILIES m the PSALMS. 



6 ToU. 

Full of thoM oonoiM Myiiig* on Chriitian doctrine 
and monli, which oontetn m much truth m 
•zpreMcd in few word*. 
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8, ATHAlUniTS AOAIKSr TBB ABUK8. 1W o to • 
•di. b .■• (WUiniT Ml OMalha Ma <m ». 
kUar €l Ik. tjaik arilka kOk fa Ua Triiilr 
Ik. ank tifWIMt wwk 



anOUCiL TRICK 
S. AHaai*. k (b kUaka .( a. raki. 
—Tk. FESTAL BFiaTLU 



2 WORKS published by the Bw. E. B. PU8EX, J>J). 

£ 9. d. 
S. AUGUSTINE'S HOMILIES Oo the GOSPEL 

mad FIRSrr EPISTLE of 8. JOHN. 3 vols. 15 

At all timesy one of the IkTOttrite workf of S^Augustine. 



PRACTICAL TREATISES. . 6 

Chiefly on the doctrines of gnoe. 

& AMBROSE— LETTERS 9 

& CHRYSOSTOM'S HOMILIES on the GOSPEL of 

S. MATTHEW. 3 vols 110 



HOMILIES on the GOSPEL of 



a JOHN. 3 Toll 14 



-HOMILIES on the ACTS of the 



APOSTLES. 3 Tole. 13 

S. Chiysostoniy heddes the eloquence of hie peron- 
tioDt» it remarkible for hie care in deyeloping the 
connection of Holy Scripture. 



-HOMILIES on 8. PAUL'S 



EPISTLES, including the Homilies on the 

EPISTLE to the HEBREWS, 7 rols. 3 13 6 

8.CHRYS0ST0M'S HOMILIES to the PEOPLE 

OF ANTIOCH 7 6 

. The celebrated Homilies, wherein 8. Chrysostom 
employed the fears of the people at the Emperor's 
displeasure to call them to repentance. 

8. CYPRIAN. The TREATISES and EPISTLES of 

8. CYPRIAN, with the TREATISES of S. PACIAN. 10 
8. pyprian, besides his great practical wisdom, states 
the doctrines of grace as careftilly as if he had liyed 
after the Pelagian here^. He was a great faTourite 
of Dean Milner. He is a witness of the early 
independence of the several Churches. 

< 
8. CYRIL (Bishop of Jerusalem), CATECHETICAL 

LECTURES on the CREED and SACRAMENTS. 7 
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f I. 

8. CniL (liAbUMp tf ilnMU4k OOUMmTART 

i9«a*GO8FBLa<8.J0HK. VAU . . OB 
I M«M OmMm «f «hk 
pM.afafHi«illM] 

Tha nrX BOOKS a^iMt MXSTOBIUSi 

wftk Aa 8CH0LU as tte IHCUlUnOK 

illmH,am^\. 

a KPUBKirg EHTXBSC8 M A* lUnVRT, 

obFAITB. OB 

FnmOaSyitot. 
■dhoa^ndlUlwa* 

8. GREOOKT «• OSBAT, HOULS m A» BOOK 

afJOB. «vab. 1 U 

1 MMlk ftM Aa 4«a <( te 

iSHB MtaN Ol OM 1^ Bfld fa 

■ wiaOad. 

8.IBENAU8,tlMW0BIB<r .... o b 

ItaHtatid t7 A* Ut Ivv. J«ni Kaus. 

&ii;mKA«HABrTB,TWW0BK8ir ^ . • « 

TBETaLLIAN*8 AFOLOOBTIGAL and PRACnCAL 

TREATISES « 

The treatitw, MpMudly the Apologetie, Iutb, wcr 
and above, mnch hiitorical inAjimatioii oa earif 
Chrittiaiu^. Thej in ftill of thoae frequent eajinge 
of de«p piaotical truth, for wtuch hii name ia almoat 



OBioiKAL TBxra. 
S.AUGUSTINI ConfeuiMiei .... 
[Tliii edition liai been leriaed with the naa of • 
Oxford HSS. and Barlj editiona.) 



3. CHRYSOSTOMI in Epiit. md 

ad Connthioa I. 



—ad Galatae et Ephetiaa 
-ad PhiL, Coloea., TlwaMl. 



W0BK8 published by the Bev. E. B. PU8EY, J) J). 



-ad Tim., Tit., Pbflem. 
-ad Hebneo0 



(For this edition lU the good MSS. of S. Chiysottom 
in public lilwaries in Europe were collated, and the 
Rer. F. ¥iM baring emplojed bis great critical 
acumen upon tbem, tbe Englisb edition of S. Chiy- 
ioctom is, so far, tbe best extant, as Sir H. Savile's 
in bis daj.) 



THEODORETI Commentarius in omnes B. Pauli Epis- 
tolas, Edidit C. Marriott. S.T.B. Pars I. oontinens 
Epistolas ad Romanes, Corintbios, et (valatas 



Pars II. ad Epbes., Pbilip., Coloss., 
Tbess., Heb., Tim., Tit., et Pbilem. 
(In tbis edition gaps were supplied, and tbe Text 
improred, by aid of two Paris MSS., tbe one of tbe 
beginning ot tbe tentb, tbe otber of tbe eleventh 
century (which were brought to Paris from Constan- 
tinople after tbe time of Sirmondus). Dr. Cramer's 
"Catena*' also ftimisbed some good readings, in 
addition to tboee of Nosselt in Schulse's edition of 
works.) 
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The borrower must return this item on or before 
the last date stamped below. If another user 
places a recall for this item, the borrower will 
be notified of the need for an earlier return. 

Non-receipt of overdue notices does not exempt 
the borrower from overdue fines. 



Harvard College Widener Library 
Cambridge. MA 02138 617-495-2413 




Please handle with care. 

Thank you for helping to preserve 
library collections at Harvard. 
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